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Chapter 1 Afraid to Reflect

What | relate is the history of the next twatagies. | describe what is coming, what can nakmcome differently: the
advent of nihilism. This future speaks even nowhmindred signs; this destiny announces itselfyavieere...For some time
now, our whole European culture has been movintpasird a catastrophe, with a tortured tension tisagrowing from
decade to decade: restlessly, violently, headldkg & river that wants to reach the end, that nogler reflects, that is
afraid to reflect?!

- Frederick Nietzsche, 1888

Consider certain features of the lives of three nfdre first was a very wealthy man. In 1787, maoynsidered him the
richest man in all the thirteen states. His willl689 revealed that he owned 35,000 acres in Magamd 1,119 acres in
Maryland. He owned property in Washington valuedI799 dollars) at $19,132, in Alexandria at $4,000Winchester at
$400, and in Bath at $800. He also held $6,246 twoftU.S. securities, $10,666 worth of shares & James River
Company, $6,800 worth of stock in the Bank of Cdbian and $1,000 worth of stock in the Bank of Aledda. His
livestock was valued at $15,653. As early as 1hédad enslaved 216 human beings who were not épaded until after
he and his wife had both diéd.

The second man was a lawyer. He often expresseddmsration of monarchy and, correspondingly, hisdain and
contempt for common people. His political attitudesre made clear following an incident which ocedrin Boston on
March 5, 1770. On that day, a number of ropemagiersnto an argument with British soldiers whoseugation of Boston
had threatened the ropemakers' jobs. A fight bmkeand an angry crowd developed. The British sofdresponded by
firing into the crowd, killing several. The everashsince become known as the Boston Massacre.oldiers involved in
the shooting were later acquitted thanks, in parthe skills of the lawyer we have been describivigp was selected as the
defense attorney for the British. He describeddimevd as “a motley rabble of saucy boys, negroed, raolattoes, Irish
teagues and outlandish jack tarfs.”

The life of the third man was more complex, moledi with contradiction than the other two. He wesalthy. He owned

over 10,000 acres and by 1809 he had enslaved Ud&rhbeings. States one biographer, “He lived withgrace and
elegance of many British lords; his house slavesalnumbered twenty-five.” Yet slavery caused himag anxiety; he

seems to have sincerely desired the abolitionafesly but was utterly incapable of acting in a wéhich was consistent
with his abolitionist sympathies. He gave his daaghwenty-five slaves as a wedding present, fangxe. And when

confronted with his indebtedness of $107,000 aktiek of his life in 1826, he noted that at leastdté@ves constituted liquid
capital. He had several children by one of hisestaand thus found himself in the position of havim@ace public ridicule

or keep up the elaborate pretense that his slaldret did not exist. He chose the latter coursg amanged, discreetly, to
have them “run away?

Who are these three men? We know them well. Theyaarong our “Founding Fathers,” or Framers as va# shll them.
They are the first three presidents of the UnitedeS, George Washington, John Adams, and Thonffessba.

The brief sketches of these men are but glimpdedtieir personal lives, but some of the detaissagnificantly revealing.
They suggest that the Framers, far from champibtiseopeople, were rich and powerful men who sotiglmaintain their
wealth and status by figuring out ways to keep commpeople down. Moreover, | shall present addifi@vidence about
the lives of the Framers, the Constitution, and ghdod in which it was written which supports tbentention that the
Framers were profoundly anti-democratic and afcdithe people. Some of the information may be ssimy. In 1782, for
example, Superintendent of Finance Robert Morriebed that a stronger central government was reegalérestrain the
democratic spirit” in the states. Eric Foner telks that Morris's private correspondence revealdy“contempt for the
common people.® Benjamin Rush, “the distinguished scientist angsptian” from Philadelphia and Framer (although he
was not at the Constitutional Convention), woultenfrefer to common people as “scum.” Alexander Htamcalled the
people “a great beast.Not all the Framers resorted to name calling, ibig clear that they feared and distrusted the
political participation of common people. Perhapsremore shocking than the personal opinions ofRifzamers, is the
process by which the Constitution was ratified.described in more detail in Chapter 3, secrecyeil@nd even violence
played key roles in the Constitution's passages@lmsavory tactics were used by the Framers @idailies because the
majority of the people were against the ratificatiof the Constitution. What is striking about thisstorical fact is its
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similarity with public policy and elite decision-kiag today. At times, the interests of elites ahe public interest

coincides. When it does not, however, elites tengat ahead anyway. And because so much of whab@ggovernment
elites believe to be in the national interest wisdaaccepted standards of decency, many publicigslare formulated and
carried out covertly. But the point here is thavex® and anti-democratic measures are not new dpwednts. They have
been the method of guaranteeing class rule evee $ive Framers decided that they needed the prpsétiital system to

protect their power and privilege.

It is contrary to everything we've been taught altbe Framers to hear that they felt contempt @nmon people and that
their Constitutional Convention was profoundly umieratic. Indeed such accusations sound even #siidr in the
context of the late 1980s when celebrations of Gmastitution's bicentennial have brought adulatidrthis country's
political origins to new and even more mindlesghts. In its issue celebrating the bicentennialvsigeek gushed, “The
educated men in post-Revolutionary America,” (amé onust presume that this includes the Framershpfaced the
political tradition of participatory democracy, thecial pretense of virtual classlessness anddbrosnic fact of absolute
equality of opportunity.”” The “Founding Fathers” are always the championsfreédom, justice, and democracy.
“Reverence is due to those men...,” states Timeaiag in its special bicentennial issée.

Books and celebrity television specials packed Wathiliar myths and illusions have been churnedlyuthe dozens. The
Constitution itself is “the greatest single docutm&tnuck off by the hand and mind of man” we ard toy the Commission
on the Bicentennial of U.S. Constitution. Thus ba 200th anniversary of the completion of the Gaustgtn, former chief

justice Warren Burger, on national TV, led the @ school children and teachers in a recitatfdhe Preamble (“We the
people...”) and President Reagan led the countrg iecitation of the Pledge of Allegiance. One loé imany books
honoring our Constitution, We The People by PetgerS begins by stating that the “U.S. Constitutisrthe oldest and
most significant written document of our historid& goes on to say that the Constitution “has camsymbolize freedom,
justice, equality, and hope for American citizemssirdividuals and as a collective, democratic matigor two hundred
years the Constitution has provided its people wghts, liberties, and a free society that peaglether nations can only
dream of.” How familiar Spier's words sound to #ad$ us who have grown up in the United StatesmFoor earliest days
we are taught to glorify the Framers and the ghaaérican “democracy” that is their legacy. Evenaasilts we are still
expected to accept the same grade-school, carifc®rdrsion of our founding.

As citizens we are supposed to be like the natexti®ol children who are given no choice but tmgtay their desks and
mindlessly recite a pledge of allegiance to a fiagledge that was introduced into schools at the of the century to
counter the influence of ideas that immigrant s¢hetdldren had received from their parents and fbistant lands. The
fundamental purpose of bicentennial ideology, themp encourage us not to explore competing wéykioking or to ask
hard questions about our heritage. We are not eaged to think because it is understood that thipkkiometimes leads to
disagreement, or worse, to the challenging of seateed text. Instead we are encouraged to beliEfi@ts to transform
thinking citizens into believing citizens, we shdwoint out, really began at just about the timat tthe Framers were
planning the Constitutional Convention. Disturbisgmptoms that common people were ignoring customsocial
deference and were beginning to think for themseleel some Framers such as John Dickinson to tnaepblitical
instruments be devised to protect “the worthy agfaine licentious.” Benjamin Rush, in a proposdiltien “The Mode of
Education Proper in a Republic,” stated: “I consiti@ossible to convert men into republican maekinThis must be done,
if we expect them to perform their parts propeirlythe great machine of the government of the Stated so it must be
done today, if people are to “perform their pantsperly.” The aim of the ideological manager isgifect, the creation of
millions of “republican machines?’

Common sense tells us that people who spend a deadof time either acquiring or protecting a vastsonal empire or
defending a king's soldiers against the disposdesseld also have believed that the possessionaifeous privilege was
just and that protection of that privilege oughtb® sought and maintained at considerable cost.n@msense should
further compel us to wonder whether such peoplédcatite a constitution that would effectively tsfar power from their
few hands into the hands of the many, that is, theohands of the poor, the debtors and peopleouithroperty. Brian
Price, an American historian who has spent countlesirs studying early American elites' rise to eQvasks a similar
guestion: “Is it possible for a class which exterates the native peoples of the Americas, repléeEa by raping Africa
for humans it then denigrates and dehumanizesaagssl while cheapening and degrading its own wgrkilass - is it
possible for such a class to create democracyliggund to advance the cause of human freedonh®’ implicit answer
is, “No. Of course not.”
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There is a more specific purpose to all of thisyéeer. If we do accept the illusion - the Constitatas sacred, a “shrine up
in the higher stretches of American reverence”iagTmagazine put it, then the serious problemswieatace today would
have to be aberrations, or deviations from theeshtext. The fundamental principles embedded within Constitution,
because it is “the greatest single document stofichy the hand and mind of man [sic]” and probabigained by God at
that, are intrinsically good. Only the sins of ih&preaucrats and politicians or the zealotry ebldgues ever get us into
serious trouble. It follows from this mythology ththere are no fundamental connections betweetmstitution and the
current crisis. Solving our problems always meaoma back to the Constitution and, not coinciddptab the power
relationships and privilege in the private sphereeconomy) which the Framers sought to protect.

For example, as Constitutional celebrations weffeldimg in the summer of 1987, so too was the ¢tdlgovernment drug-
running, assassination, secret government, andhtericontrol of foreign policy known as the Iran-@anaffair. A
documentary produced for the public broadcastirsgesy, “The Secret Government: The Constitutioniisi€;” and which
aired in the fall of 1987, broke new ground by i@irgy to a mass audience some of the facts regatlim role that the
federal government has played in assassinatinggfoleaders and in over-throwing democraticallyctdd governments.
Yet the documentary was quite explicit in statihgttthis “secret government,” rather than possiiaying its roots in the
distrust and fear of common people expressed bytheners or in their protection and elevation afige power, is a
violation of Constitutional principles. Of courstie Constitution was never critically examined.tdasl, the sense of
empowered citizenship was invoked as the hallowedds/“We the People” were dragged slowly and draoally across
the screen, patriotic music provided the backdrbganctification, and Bill Moyers intoned, “Our i@t was born in
rebellion against tyranny. We are the fortunatershef those who fought for America's freedom anentldrew up a
remarkable charter to protect it against arbitrpowver. The Constitution begins with the words "We People.' The
government gathers its authority from the peophtthe governors are as obligated to uphold thealathe governed.”

So what is missing? Moyers said not a word abogparate power, which the Framers chose to insutat®e popular
accountability and which has since grown and becoomentrated and arbitrary in ways unimaginableli@s of the
eighteenth century. The failure of the Constitutionprovide checks against corporate (private) paae be directly linked
to the private control of foreign policy. This defeso obviously undemocratic, has become incrgsiexposed. Moyer's
revelations divert our attention away from thisesgi@l flaw and thus serve as a quite sophisticaadiakit ineffective,
cover-up. Nor did Moyers tell us that some goveminwficials such as the Director of Central Iniggihce, who may
spend money “without regard to the provisions @f &nd regulations relating to the expenditure ofegoment funds,” are
not obligated to uphold certain laws as are theeguad. Could it be that by design the Constitutiequires that a few
“considerate and virtuous” citizens check and bzdathe “interested and overbearing” majority? Pegshabut such
subtleties tend to complicate, if not contradichalv must be among the greatest stories ever tadhely that the
Constitution begins with the words, “We the Pedp&top there, we are told. Do not go any furthenr # go beyond the
grade-school version of our founding is to raise pbssibility that the Constitution might be deffeztin some fundamental
way. Viewers might conclude that U.S.-sponsorerbtesm may not be a deviation from Constitutionahgpiples but rather
the logical consequence of a system which prothedfreedom of a handful of Americans to contr@amd deal of the
earth's resources and, correspondingly, the liiesitions of people scattered around the globeniir connections
between our founding ideas and the virulent rac¢tsah now exists, the subordination of women, thesive inequality that
marks our society, and what some are pointing twragersible environmental degradation could dlsomade. To move
beyond the history constructed for us, then, wdaddo admit the possibility that one could expose eall into question
the legitimacy of the Framers and the system ¢ elile they established through the Constitutibmould be permitting
citizens of today to become more intimately famiiad identified with the lives and values of tlemple - a majority - one
must emphasize, who opposed the Constitution atithe it was given to the states for ratificatiddf course, if the
ideological managers were to permit an honest esassent of who the Framers really were and what teelly did,
nothing might come of it. But it is the very intéysitself of the ideological stranglehold over oown history which
suggests that it is ruling elites, not you or l,ondre afraid that if a candid assessment of then&rs and the Constitution
were to become common knowledge, it would helgeits to explain their sense of political powerlessnand invite the
kind of self-discovery that underlies effective i politics. “The monopoly of truth, including dtorical truth,” states
Daniel Singer, “is implied in the monopoly of povier



Towards an American Revolution

Three Obstacles to Effective Radical Politics

The central theme of this book can be summarizedlisvs: We live in an undemocratic system thaa imajor source of
terror and repression, both at home and aroundvthill. In large measure this is due to the tremesdmncentration of
unchecked corporate power. Our responsibility,ig@setis and as a people, is to challenge the streictf power within our

society, particularly the private power of the amate-banking community. The Constitution prohititss. In fact, the

Constitution was intended to ensure that only apeaple would run the government and that they d/beal the few who

would run the economy. The crisis confronting mspther words, demands effective radical politind a departure from
many Constitutional values, assumptions, and lesi Effective radical politics, however, is initéal by our acceptance
and glorification of the Constitution and the Frasmeho engineered its ratification. It is as if baaieve the IBM ad which
stated, “The Constitution is a political work ot.aand...It's also the most important contracyaidir life.” We shouldn't

have to depend upon or live by IBM's conceptiojusfice today anymore than we should have to deppod or live by

the conception of justice articulated by rich amdvprful white men, many of them slaveowners, whedi 200 years ago.
Our values are not their values. The governmenhefUnited States does not, in its policies, exptes decency of its
people. It lacks legitimacy. And we need to confribwat fact.

Ideologically, then, there are three obstacledfertve radical politics. They are 1) respecttioe Constitution as a fair and
equitable and democratic document; 2) the undeglyielief that the U.S. government is fair, actglju®r would under
ordinary circumstances; and 3) a reluctance orp#reof most citizens whose values are at odds thitse expressed by
corporate and state policy to engage in conframatin Chapters 2 through 4, | discuss why the @miti®n is not a fair
and equitable document, why it impedes rather #vacourages democracy, and why it is, ultimatelgpastitution that
disrespects its people. In Chapters 4 and 5, lagxpVhy | believe that the government of the Uniadtes, in order to meet
its obligation of protecting the private empirecofporate elites, cannot meet its obligation taypwte the common interest
of the majority of its people and cannot, theref@e justly under ordinary circumstances. | argu#his section that we
live in a system of injustice. Finally, in Chapté&snd 7, | argue that each of us as citizens uhexstlop a sense of self-
respect and self-confidence that necessarily ahgdle the role set for us by the Framers as obediethtdependent
“republican machines.” We need, as | explain betowearn a “song without knees.” Before moving let,us discuss each
of these obstacles a bit further and then brieflgaw the lives of the “founding fathers” so that get a better sense of just
who they were.

A Constitution That Disrespects Its People

| have been suggesting ttedtthe very heart of our political institutions, e very core of our way of doing politics is fear
and distrust of the political activity of commonopk. As we explore more deeply the vision of the Framaard the
historical context of their work, we shall find ththe Framers repeatedly expressed what they fedt tve need toheck
and balancethe political expression of people who were not lithemselves, who were not involved in the market
economy, who did not own much property, and whoewsst very rich. John Adams believed that “Men émeral...who
are wholly destitute of property, are also todditicquainted with public affairs to form a rightigment, and too dependent
on other men to have a will of their owrt In fact, when the Framers used the term “the majpley had in mind the
“middling” property owning people or, generally sfgeng, the middle class. It is the political exies of this middle
class which they also distrusted but which theytfedy had to permit if property owners were toffee from government
interference. The Framers were thus willing to petime limited participation (through the House Répresentatives -
remember that the Constitution did not permit thred election of the Senate and we still do necelthe president
directly) of white males who met state propertyldigations.

The political expression of classes below the naddiass property owners, women, or people of caidentured servants,
or people with no property - in short, the “peoplehe first instance” as Charles Pinckney callesht, or the majority, was
simply “nonsense” and “wrong.” Political expressiby these groups was not permitted and as we siwdd, the
Constitution was purposefully made to be anti-niggden in several ways. Representatives were tofland among “the
better people” who would have a material stakeoiriety, who would be less given to some common isgof passion,
and who would be able to tell us what our real semadl interests are. Amendments have broadeneatkfimition of “the
people” to include most of those who were exclugded787. But the Constitution's very design, iteqasses, and its
structure still gives life to the eighteenth centalitist belief that rich and powerful people otigh rule. The Constitution
still disrespects the political wisdom of most pleomf workers, particularly people of color, of men, and of those who
happen to be poor.
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A System of Injustice

The vision of the Framers, even for Franklin anfiedeon who were less fearful of the politics oframon people than
most, was that of a strong centralized state, @mathose commerce and trade stretched around dhie.vWwn a word, the
vision was one of empire where property owners diagdvern themselves. It would be a nation in whichbitious
industrious (white Anglo-Saxon) men would be figdilee from the Crown and from the Church to dohvifieir property
as they pleased and as their talents permittedodid be a nation organized around private poweeretthere would be
freedom to acquire wealth and the function of thetesand of its executive would be to protect th#gsedoms and
opportunities, defined as natural rights. Meanwhilevas perceived that the only real threat, taphrase Madison, to the
rights of the few virtuous citizens and therefapethie “common good,” would come from the overbegannajority, the
people without property. For it is the less virtaand less industrious people, the people in deb¢xample, who would
seek to redistribute property and invade the rightsthers.

There is a tension, then, between the elite wheafely own productive resources and the multitudk® are made
dependent, who, as Karl Marx noted, must sell thess in order to live. Within this relationshif power, the Constitution
protects the power of the more powerful. It doés because the Framers believed that it was the dba few “better”
people to own and control much of the earth's nessu And it does this because the Framers belithatdthe lives of
women, people of color, and the poor ought to Haed in terms of the desires and interests ofritle Resistance to this
tyranny, from the Whiskey Rebellion of 1794 to trevolutionary leaders of today who are genuinelyngotted to
directing meager resources to the majority poothim Third World, are and have been brutally repédsecause the
national army created by the Constitution is diedcby that document to preserve these relationsbfipdisparity. Of
course, relationships of disparity are not refeteds such by elites. They would prefer to cadinth*our rights” and “our
freedom.” Thus “our” concepts of rights and of fileen are interwoven with the Framers' vision of ags} and empire
and privilege.

A “Song Without Knees”

Eric Foner writes that in the minds of the “fourglifathers” was a “view of human nature as susckptib corruption,
basically self-interested and dominated by paseiimer than reason. It was because of this natdegdravity' of human
nature that democracy was inexpedient: a good itetish required a "mixed' government to check plassions of the
people, as well as representing their interest&"sWould add that the “founding fathers” were lgesried about checking
their own passions. They did not see themselvelepmived. Only common people were deprated.

We are the legacy of that warped view. Thomas Feng@and Joel Rogers point out that none of the miwijiatives of the
Reagan administration (tax cuts for the rich, buwadges in social programs, and increased militariganticularly increased
funding for nuclear weapons and the sponsorshipewbrist armies such as the Contras) followed feopunitiatives.
Instead they were initiated by business elit€8urs is a system, as Noam Chomsky regularly resnirsg of elite decision-
making with occasional ratification by an irrelevgublic. When one studies the views of the Frameame discovers that it
was never intended to be otherwise. The largerlgnobhowever, is that we have become used to plagisubservient
role. We live, politically, on our knees.

Martin Luther King, Jr. at times stated that peshape of the greatest accomplishments of the igihts movement was
that blacks, who had been brought to America irrkdass and chains,” had learned to “straightenhefr tent backs.”
“We won our self-respect,” he said. An inner seodignity had been acquired. Stephen Oates, a Kiographer, writes
with regard to one particular woman in the movement

For her and the others who participated, theement of 1965 became the central event of thedslia time of self-
liberation when they stood and marched to glorhWitartin Luther King. Yes, they were surprisedtarselves, proud of
the strength they had displayed in confrontingstage of Alabama, happy indeed, as Marie Foster tabe “a new Negro
in a new South - a Negro who is no longer afradthtl that perhaps was King's greatest gift to higyisuffering people in
Dixie: he taught them how to confront those whorepped them... 3.

In so many ways all of us live in chains and dadsné&Vrites Starhawk, “Women, working-class peoptxple of color,



Towards an American Revolution

and people without formal education, are conditébt@ethink of their opinions and feelings as va@issl They are taught to
listen to an inner voice that murmurs, “You sholilday that. You only think that because sometlisngrong with you.
Everybody else knows more about things than you"&d\e have yet to learn to straighten our backs. Wéhwo believe
that confronting those who disrespect us is somehad or itself disrespectful. But we need to ledimat proper
confrontation is a source of dignity and a necasBest step to politics. Otherwise politics becaraining. For without a
sense of confidence and purpose we play by the thieFramers set down, rules that were designetidd'depraved.”

In Nicaragua, there is a song called “Song With¢nges.” It tells of life under the dictator Somaaad how the revolution
was a process in which people learned to get @iff tknees, learned to stand up and express theessals healthy and
creative people. Here in the United States we &edrto learn a “Song Without Knees” so that we aaate space for a
politics without knees, a politics which is rootedt in the fear and distrust of common people, dng¢ which departs
fundamentally from the myths and illusions of tleairiding period which hold many of us hostage inagesof comfort,

denial, and unfortunately, irresponsibility.

The “Founding Fathers”

These 35 Framers were considered the most activest)otherwise indicated, the following informatiwas drawn from chapters 5
and 7 of Charles Beard, An Economic Interpretatibthe Constitution of the United States (New YoFke Macmillan Company, 1948);
Chapter 8 of Clinton Rossiter, The Grand Conven{idaw York: The Macmillan Company, 1966); and P&geith, The Constitution
(New York: William Morrow and Company, 1978).

Abraham Baldwin of Georgia

He was a wealthy lawyer who possessed a few thdudahars worth of public securities. He wanted Senate to be
composed of men of property so that they could kliee House of Representatives which was apt tobgposed of men
of less substantial wealth and therefore closénéaccommon people.

Gunning Bedford of Delaware

He was the son of a “substantial land owner,” aylexwand was eventually elected governor of hiestde was in favor of
a more democratic Constitution than the one we Im@ve which he felt checked the “RepresentativethefPeople” more
than was necessary.

William Blount of North Carolina

He was born into a substantial planting family amais very deeply involved in land speculation. Hslaved human
beings.

Pierce Bulter of South Carolina

He enslaved thirty-one human beings. He also waieckholder and director of the first United Stetask. He felt that no
congressional representatives should be direatigtedl by the people, that the Senate ought to septeroperty, and that
slavery ought to be protected. He was responsiléhle Constitution's fugitive slave law and heodiwarmly urged the
justice and necessity of regarding wealth in theoattonment of representation.”

George Clymer of Pennsylvania

He possessed a large fortune, held public secsriind helped create the Bank of Pennsylvania. ¢lievied that “a
representative of the people is appointed to tfonland not with his constituents.” And later asmamber of Congress “he
showed a total disregard to the opinions of hisstirents when opposed to the matured decisiohssaiwn mind.”

John Dickinson of Delaware

He was a member of one of the established landeii¢a of the South, a lawyer, and he married otte of the wealthiest
commercial families in Philadelphia. He wanted anarchy and refused to sign the Declaration of ledeence. He seems
to have constantly worried about the “dangerousiénfce of those multitudes without property & witihg@rinciple.”

Oliver Ellsworth of Connecticut

He was the most successful lawyer Connecticut ledkiyown with a fortune “quite uncommonly large.& Held public
securities and invested in the Hartford Bank ardHhrtford Broadcloth Mill. He was also regardeeshaps more than any
other member at the Convention, as someone whedétevelling democracy.” He argued that votinglineited to those
who paid taxes. Regarding slavery he said, “Asedamultiply so fast...it is cheaper to raise thapart them....[But] let us
not intermeddle. As population increases; pooridetsowill be so plenty as to render slaves uséless.
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Benjamin Franklin of Pennsylvania

He was a printer, scientist, author, diplomat arttlispeculator who had accumulated a “considerdbi&ine. More than
anyone at the convention, he was sympathetic tomimegful self-government. Because of this he wasakmto have serious
doubts about the Constitution but signed it anywalyarles L. Mee, Jr., in The Genius of the Peoglates, “Franklin
disliked the document, thinking it cheated demogfac

Elbridge Gerry of Massachusetts

He was a Harvard graduate and a merchant with sidenable estate. In reference to the politicakshat the time of the
Convention, he complained that “The evils we exgrae flow from the excess of democracy.” He did want any
members of the new national government to be aleloyepopular vote, having been taught the “dandehe levelling
spirit.” Although he was quite active at the Contem Gerry had numerous objections to the finalfidand he refused to
sign it.

Nathaniel Gorham of Massachusetts

He was a successful merchant who was involved nd Epeculation on a large scale. He expressed wasatthen the
general attitude about the one chamber that wasladp elected (given the restricted franchise) whe said, “All agree
that a check on the legislative branch is necessdigy was sympathetic to monarchy and during theweation secretly
wrote to European royalty in hope of involving same with royal blood in governing the United States

Alexander Hamilton of New York

He was an eminent lawyer who perhaps more tharodmer delegate was responsible for organizing thevention, and
later, as Secretary of the Treasury under PresMashington, for implementing the Constitution amstitutionalizing its
relation to the private economy. He greatly admimegnarchy and time and again emphasized the neetidck “the
amazing violence and turbulence of the democragiiit$ Hamilton believed that government oughtde an instrument in
the hands of creditors, financiers, and bankerseme later sought to create a national bank, igetlsat it would help
unite “the interest and credit of the rich individs with those of the state!®His statement at the Convention concerning
the relationship between government, the rich, thedooor deserves to be quoted at length becawsprésents what was
then a very common attitude among elites:

All communities divide themselves into the few ahd many. The first are the rich and well born, dtieer the mass of the people. The
voice of the people has been said to be the vdiGod; and however generally this maxim has beeartegliand believed, it is not true in
fact. The people are turbulent and changing; tleégosn judge or determine right. Give thereforehte first class a distinct, permanent
share in the government. They will check the urtesss of the Second....Can a democratic assenttdyanwnually revolve in the mass
of the people, be supposed steadily to pursueuthkcpgood? Nothing but a permanent body can chieekmprudence of democracy....It
is admitted that you cannot have a good execufiom i@ democratic plaf.

William Samuel Johnson of Connecticut

He was a wealthy and successful lawyer and gradhfatale who refused to help in the War of Indepemzk because he
could not “conscientiously” take up arms againsglgnd. Clinton Rossiter describes him as “the rstatiging to an
aristocrat in mind and manner that Connecticut hahaged to produce in its 150 years.” He was on¢heffew
northerners at the Convention who simply did notry@bout slavery or the slave trade.

Rufus King of Massachusetts

He was born into and married into wealthy familie@s a Harvard graduate, and had extensive meleantd other
business interests. He was also a large holdepwdrgment securities and was later director offitisé United States bank.
King argued in favor of a strong unimpeachable etiee and urged that the judiciary be permittecheck the political
tendencies of common people whom he felt would legéslatures to attack the privilege of propertynens. He was
responsible for the clause which prevented any dtaim passing any law “impairing the obligation afntracts.” This
clause greatly helped the rich, as we shall see.

John Langdon of New Hampshire

He was “uniformly prosperous” and a “man of greaalith and pressing commercial interests,” the ‘ilgganerchant”
from Portsmouth. He was a large creditor of the gewernment (the third largest holder of publiciséis among all the
Framers) and a strong supporter of a national bank.

James Madison of Virginia

He was a descendant of one of the old landed fasnitudied law at Princeton, and at one time eedld16 human
beings. He has been called the “most active othal moving spirits of the new government.” For thésson he is
acknowledged as the “Father” of the Constitutior. gteatly feared that the majority of people wittiel or no property
would take away the property of the few who hel@ega bit. He very much liked the Constitution bese he believed that
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it would check the majority from establishing “papaoney,” the “abolition of debts,” an “equal dima of property,” or
other “wicked projects.” And in general it wouldepent the majority from “discovering their own stggh” and from
acting “in union with each other.” His defense loé tConstitution in Federalist No. 10, found in Appendix, is the most
concise and clearest example of the political thdtigat undergirds our political institutions. Besa his role in the design
of the Constitution was so central, | shall qudta frequently; his political thought weighs heavilgon us today.

Luther Martin of Maryland

He was a successful lawyer and graduate of Princdtot his fortune was never large. He enslavedy"osix human
beings. He was in sympathy with poor debtors gdiyesiad argued that the government ought to prdateetdebtor against
the “wealthy creditor and the moneyed man” in timésrisis. He refused to sign the Constitutiorjegi its protection of
creditors, and fought hard against its ratification

George Mason of Virginia

He was a speculator in land, owning some 75,008sa¢te also owned $50,000 worth of other persorglgrty and he
enslaved 300 human beings. Like many large slavemyte feared a strong national government atanaisg army. He
was a strong proponent of the right of individual®wn property without government interferencevesi the lack of a Bill
of Rights and the strong central power sanctionethb Constitution, Mason feared that the new systeuld result in
“monarchy or a tyrannical aristocracy”; he refusedsign it. Mason is a classic example of a Frafoewhom “rights”
meant the protection of private power and priviledgason did not object to the anti-democratic fesguof the
Constitution, rather he objected to the fact thaatonal government might someday interfere withihdividual freedom
as a property owner, that is, his “rights.”

John Francis Mercer of Maryland

He enslaved six human beings. He also held a mtedanaount of public securities. He stated that fibeple cannot know
and judge of the characters of candidates. Thetwmmssible choice will be made.” He left the Contam early, and
strongly opposed the ratification of the Constanti

Gouverneur Morris of Pennsylvania

He was a lawyer who was born into the landed amiatty of New York. A rich man, he helped estabtish Bank of North
America. He was “an aristocrat to the core,” oneirsg that “there never was, nor ever will bedlizied Society without
an Aristocracy.” He believed that common peopleenacapable of self-government and that poor peapleld sell their
votes. He argued, “Give the votes to people wheehay property, and they will sell them to the righo will be able to
buy them.” Voting should be restricted to propeawners. He shaped the Constitution more than maest at the
Convention (he made 173 speeches, more than angadeyas responsible for the style in which it waisten.

William Patterson of New Jersey

He was a lawyer, graduate of Princeton, and atyogeneral of New Jersey who was born in Ireland.ref@sted the
creation of a strong central government and leftGonvention early.

Charles Pinckney of South Carolina

A successful lawyer, and a considerable landowmerenslaved fifty-two human beings. Taking the gifiehe creditor
against the debtor, he had been among the Congeassho were critical of the Articles of Confedeoatiand sought the
creation of a centralized national government.writy-nine, he was the youngest member of the Gudiore He believed
that members of government ought to “be possestednapetent property to make them independent &eetmble.” He
wrote to Madison before the Constitution was retifi“Are you not...abundantly impressed that tlethtical nonsense of
an election of Congress by the people in the firstance is clearly and practically wrong, thawill in the end be the
means of bringing our councils into contempt?”

General Charles C. Pinckney of South Carolina

A successful lawyer who worked for the merchantCbérlestown, he was also a large landowner in |€stan, and he
enslaved human beings. He felt that the Senatetawghepresent the “wealth of the country,” thatmbers of the
government ought to hold property, and accordingltoton, believed in the need “for stiff measutesestrain the urges of
arrant democracy.”

Edmund Randolph of Virginia

He was a successful lawyer who owned 7,000 acrésndf He enslaved nearly 200 human beings. He dmididerable
public securities. He believed that the problemsfromting the United States at the time were duthé&o“turbulence and
follies of democracy.” The new Constitution, themef, ought to check popular will. He thought tHe best way of doing
this would be to create a independent Senate cardpafselatively few rich men.

George Read of Delaware

A successful lawyer who “lived in the style of thelonial gentry,” enslaved human beings, and wasigaer of the
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Declaration of Independence. He was in favor ohgaway with states and wanted the President wldmed for life and
have absolute veto power.

John Rutledge of South Carolina

He was a very successful lawyer who also ownedglaatations. He enslaved twenty-six human beiktgssaid that the
defects of democracy have been found “arbitraryeses and destructive.” We see in Rutledge a as@ression of the
notion that the general welfare is, in essencen@mic development and accumulation. With regardh® issue of
objections to slavery, he stated: “Religion & huiityahad nothing to do with this question. Interakine is the governing
principle with Nations. The true question at présemwhether the Southern states shall or shalbegbarties to the Union.
If the Northern States consult their interests tdlynot oppose the increase of Slaves which imitirease the commodities
of which they will become the carriers.”

Roger Sherman of Connecticut

He was a shoemaker, storekeeper, farmer who rosegoverty to affluence and he also owned publauisges. A signer
of the Declaration and drafter of the Articles afrfederation, Sherman was not terribly enthusiagimut a strong national
government. But nor was he enthusiastic about pomdvereignty. He said, “The people immediatelyutth have as little
to do as may be about the government. They waotrrdtion and are constantly liable to be misled.”

Caleb Strong of Massachusetts

He was a lawyer and Harvard graduate. He owned@séturities and seems to have accumulated coabigevealth. He
was in favor of more frequent congressional elestithan what the Constitution eventually mandatde. left the
Convention early and went home.

George Washington of Virginia

As we have noted, by several accounts Washingteantha richest man in the United States and he wtlhundreds of
human beings. He made only one speech at the Choweand seems to have had no particular theogogérnment. He
distrusted popular democratic tendencies and vieskitéidism of the government, as Beard notes, &n“to sedition.” He
also feared the growth of urban populations, sgativat “The tumultuous populace of large cities ever to be dreaded.
Their indiscriminate violence prostates for thedtiail public authority.”

Hugh Williamson of North Carolina

Educated as a medical doctor, he inherited a ¢r@dihg operation. He also speculated in land amadeal public securities.
He wrote Madison following the Convention that heught an “efficient federal government” would iretend contribute
to the increase in value of his land. He sided wrtditors against debtors in his state. At thew@ation he was generally
in favor of shifting power away from the states &d/the national level.

James Wilson of Pennsylvania

Born in Scotland, he was a successful lawyer wintisats were primarily “merchants and men of afdiHe was one of
the directors of the Bank of North America. He waslved in the corrupt Georgia Land Company anidl lsbares “to the
amount of at least one million acres.” He laterdmee a member of the Supreme Court. He was apprigbens were most
of his colleagues, about the opportunity that comnpeople would have to express themselves polificklough
legislatures. But he also believed that the judjci@ould be a sufficient check on popular will. Heerefore, was in favor
of more popular participation in the selection offgrnment officials (popular election of the Presidand the Senate) than
the Constitution permitted.
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Part I A Constitution That Disrespects Its People

We have probably had too good an opinion of humgture in forming our confederation. Experienees taught us that men will not
adopt and carry into execution measures the bdstized for their own good, without the intervemtiof a coercive power.
- George Washington

Chapter 2 Counterrevolutionary Tendencies

When England invaded America - what we usually ‘tsattling” it - The Crown lawyers had consultedeih only precedents to
rationalize the position of the new American outpas the structure of the empire. Each colony beean legal theory a collective lord
analogous to the barons who had marched into lmlawwhen the Americans turned against the Crown tleeytinued an ancient
tradition of lords who have marched too far andwmotoo powerful to accept royal orders gladly. hist perspective the American
Revolution was a barons' revdlt.

- Francis Jennings

It is useful to think of the Framers as barons waad marched too far and grown too powerful. Sixtyerpercent of the
signers of the Declaration of Independence had beldnial office under England. They were, ességtianerchants or
businessmen who wanted independence or freedomtfrer@rown and the Church to run their businessgsnay they

wanted. Corporate elites would still have us beithat government is “on their backs.” But justaday, elites then would
not risk altering the relationships of power andaialy would not consider sharing economic andtwall power with the

less privileged classes. What they wanted wasdatera new political economy in which they wereepehdent from Great
Britain but still in possession of power and pegeé in their own society. According to John C. bfill

[The Framers]...had no wish to usher in denmcia the United States. They were not making waaruthe principle of aristocracy
and they had no more intention than had the Tafedestroying the tradition of upper-class leadigrsh the colonies. Although they
hoped to turn the Tories out of office, they did poopose to open these lush pastures to the coneieh They did believe, however,
that the common people, if properly bridled andiedi, might be made allies in the work of freeing tblonies from British rule and that
they - the gentry - might reap the benefits withioteerference. They expected, in other words, tiea® a “safe and sane” revolution of
gentlemen, by gentlemen, and for gentlerhen.

How were the Framers to create a new system inhathie many disenfranchised would support, or atleat contest, the
privilege of the few?

The Framers' Fear

English merchant capitalists who arrived in Amefficand that whatever wealth was to be had wouldee@mwom the hard

labor of mining, cutting down forests, planting ahdrvesting crops, and constructing buildings, spaahd bridges.

Investors, therefore, arranged to bring “new handghe “new world” to exploit its resources. A va@sopaganda campaign
was launched to lure the poor of Europe to AmerRRaughly half the immigrants to colonial Americareendentured

servants. At the time of the War of Independenueed out of four persons in Pennsylvania, Marylamt] Virginia were or

had been indentured servants. Of the 250,000 indeshtservants that had arrived by 1770, more tha®0z000 had been
either kidnapped or released from their prisonesergs. And by this time, roughly 20 percent of ¢bionial population

was in slavery. Jefferson was clear about this whersaid that “our ancestors who migrated here waverers not

lawyers.®

In the hundred years or so prior to the War of pedelence, the rich had gotten richer, and the poarer. For example, in
1687 in Boston, the top 1 percent owned about 2&6ep¢ of the wealth. By 1770, the top 1 percenteva4 percent of the
wealth. During this same period, the percentagedoft males who were poor, “perhaps rented a rasrslept in the back
of a tavern, owned no property, doubled from 14@et of the adult males to 29 percent.” It was miyithis time that the
rich introduced property qualifications for voting order to disenfranchise the poor and protecir thavileges. In

Pennsylvania in 1750 for example, white males ladatve fifty pounds of “lawful money” or own fiftgcres of land. This
meant that only 8 percent of the rural populationl 2 percent of the population of Philadelphia doubte. Similar
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situations existed in the other states. It is irtgoarto note the way in which voting qualificaticequirements can be used
to curb political expression. Keep in mind alsat thating has never been guaranteed in this couotnpade a right, a point
to which we shall return in Chapter 4.

Common people were not taking this abuse sittinggrdoDuring the last quarter of the seventeenth wgntmilitant
confrontations brought down the established governtsof Massachusetts, New York, Maryland, Virgiraad North
Carolina. In Virginia, in a dispute over land distition and Indian policy, white frontiersmen, ttiger with slaves and
servants forced the governor to flee the burningitahof Jamestown. England was forced to quickigpdtch 1,000
soldiers to Virginia to put down the armed insuti@t By 1760, there had been eighteen rebelliomga at overthrowing
colonial governments, six black rebellions, andiyfanajor riots protesting a variety of unfair cotimiis. In addition,
women were beginning to speak and write about tineiquality and would soon begin fighting the “Bpsnsibility of
men” in family matters, and the denigration of sfi@tus of women in the public worid.

To be sure, common people were involved in and aup@ the unfolding struggle for independence fiGmeat Britain,
even though Britain's colonial policies would, faem, only end in more severe or permanent fornsubbrdination. But
as Philip Foner points out, for common people, rlelence meant freedom from the oppression of @dlaristocracy as
well as freedom from British rule. Stated one stggaommon people must be free from all “ForeignDmmestic
Oligarchy.”® In other words, common people were thinking inmmvell beyond “independence.” They were thinking i
terms of liberation.

We see then, that in the context of the struggteénfdependence, the specific aspirations of compewple put them into
conflict with the people we think of as the “FoumgliFathers” or Framers. The Sons of Liberty, thgaldNine, and the
Boston Committee of Correspondence and other sumlpg which the Framers organized were rooted én“thiddling
interests and well-to-do merchants” and upper easbhey have been wrongly described as revolutjoimae truth is that
they took great measures to keep the peace andedefwolutionary tendencies. As mass resistandgritish policies
mounted, for example, they urged, “No Mobs or Tusudet the Persons and Properties of your mogtérate Enemies be
safe.” Sam Adams agreed. James Otis added, “Nab®sircumstances, though ever so oppressive dcbelsupposed
sufficient to justify private tumults and disordersThe Boston Committee of Correspondence actudidl its best to
contain and control the militancy of activists itwexd in the Boston Tea Party.

Virtually ignored by most historians is the facatimuch of the resistance directed toward Greaairby common people
was an extension of the resistance they felt towdrdt Dirk Hoerder has described as “high-handéidials and men of
wealth whose arrogant conduct and use of econoowepwas resented.” Rioters often damaged coaaiesther luxury
items of the rich. The homes of the wealthy wemaetimes broken into and destroyed. The governdfiagsachusetts said
in 1765, “The Mob had set down no less than fiftelEuses...the houses of some of the most respegb@ioons in the
Government. It was now become a War of Plundegeokral leveling and taking away the DistinctiorRath and poor?

In the countryside, there was similar class antagonin New Jersey and New York, tenant riots ledhe carving of

Vermont out of New York State. And in North Caralim 1771 there was the Regulator movement, andaingeirrection

which according to Marvin L. Michael Kay was led ‘lmyass-conscious white farmers...who attemptedetmocratize local
government.” What was the general response tordévislutionary moment by the Framers? The respofhsgoaverneur

Morris, a key co-author of the Constitution, was atypical: “The mob begins to think and to reasbsee and | see with
fear and trembling, that if the disputes with Britaontinue, we shall be under the domination abtous mob. It is to the
interest of all men therefore, to seek reunion hith parent state’.”

The Threat of Democracy

As the legitimacy of the Crown's government begarcallapse, the period of control by extra-legameoattees and
congresses established by the colonists set ite®iefy the class hostility described above, unyarkers and artisans and
country farmers often formed strong alliances ideorto protect themselves vis-a-vis the merchassclFor example, in
1768 mechanics from Charlestown, Massachusetts thiesatisfied with the initial non-importation agreent written by
merchants because it ignored their demand for tbhilpition of the importation of slaves who werergehired out as
craftspeople; they decided to elect their own repméatives. The Boston Chronicle reported thatuilmer of the leading
mechanics of this city assembled under some treasfield adjacent to the ropewalk in order to sekix gentlemen to
represent the inhabitants of Charles Town in theuey General Assembly.” Reading the report in tl@evspaper,
mechanics then went to the town meeting, ignoredlgigal restrictions on their right to vote, andkaharge of town
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government. One aristocrat complained two yeaer let 1770, “The Merchants in Boston are now ehtigut of the
guestion in all debates at their Town Meeting.” gp of merchants added, “At these meetings, thedd Mechanicks
discuss upon the most important points of governmh the utmost freedonmt®

The fears of the Framers were being confirmed. Tihder-classes were not taking orders. They weraképg for
themselves. And they were making it quite cleat thair vision of a new society was not the saméhas of the Framers.
This seems to have been particularly true in Palf#da. In 1770, the first political meeting spézfly restricted to
mechanics was held and by 1772 craftsmen had agghtieir own political organization, the Patridhiociety, to promote
their own candidates and agenda. Gary Nash not¢s$Bly mid-1776, laborers, artisans, and smallésden, employing
extralegal measures when electoral politics faileere in clear command in Philadelphia.” In selagtielegates for the
1776 Pennsylvania Constitution, they urged votershun “great and overgrown rich men [who] will ineproper to be
trusted.” They also drew up a bill of rights to cnsidered which included the assertion that “asrmous proportion of
property vested in a few individuals is dangeraughe rights, and destructive of the common hagsinef mankind; and
therefore every free state hath a right by its lemdiscourage the possession of such propérty.”

The constitution which the Pennsylvania backwoadsérs came up with was impressive. Kenneth M. i, respected
for his knowledge of U.S. political institutiongrcludes that “the extent of popular control” patviard by these common
people “exceeds that of any American governmerarieedr since.” Although it was not radical by sotwentieth century
standards (it ignored women, slaves, servants lamgoor but did challenge property rights as we hkoww them), it
dramatically reveals the degree to which our presederal Constitution is elitidby the eighteenth century standards of
common peopld-or example, the document began by stating guipdicitly that all men possessed the right of ‘@aiciqg,
possessing, and protecting property and pursai obtaining happiness and safétye will be in a better position to
appreciate the egalitarian features of this canstit once we have discussed the meaning of ourfederal constitution
which the Framers designed, but nonetheless, tmpt to genuinely involve some common people ilitipal decision-
making was more honest in the document describkeavbe

A one-house Assembly whose members were electashipnvas made the seat of almost all power. TheeAwbly was required to
function in open public sessions, and to keepriedbrds. Legislation had to indicate its purposaidy in the preamble, and except in
emergencies had to be published and distributetdahuby the Assembly before it could be considefedenactment - but only by the
next session of that body, after another electiad Ibeen held. The office of governor and its vetwgr were eliminated in favor of a
weak Supreme Executive Council of 12 members, &duvhom were elected each year for three-year tedumdges were elected for
seven-year terms, but were made removable for dayighe Assembly. A council of Censors was to lexteld every seven years to
review the government's performance and recommendedw constitutional convention if changes instsicture or powers were
required?

The reaction to this radical departure from thetadratic liberalism of Great Britain by the Framand their class allies
was predictable. They referred to it as “mobocradythe most illiterate,” a constitution written bigoffee-house

demagogues,” “political upstarts,” and “the unthimk many who believed that men of property...merexgerience and
knowledge were not to be trusted...” Benjamin RasRramer, called it “a tyranny. The moment we sitibont we become

slaves.™

The kind of system which the Framers generally inaghind was a particular kind of representativeteysor republic; it
was one in which elites or “better people” decideatis best for “common people.” This kind of systén fact the kind
we now live under, is often referred to as claddibaralism. It is the aristocratic or paterndlistepresentative system
associated with John Locke. Locke, it is importanbote, was a wealthy man, with investments insilietrade and slave
trade who also received income from loans and ragdg. He invested heavily in the first issue ofdfuek of the Bank of
England and he also advised the colonial goverabtse Carolinas, suggesting a government of skameos run by forty
wealthy land barons. The purpose of Locke's palitiheory was to create a political system that ldaaupport the
development of mercantile capitalism in which pmp®wners, not the Crown, held power. Therefone, toncept of “the
people” associated with his theories, and the qono€“the people” used by the Framers, as we sarieg, meant the
people who owned productive property - capitaldlgactories, and the like. As one member of thiéidr Parliament made
clear, by the people “I don't mean the mob...I mé&@mmiddling people of England,

the manufacturer, the yeoman, the merchant, thatgpgentleman.” It is also important to note, hesmit helps explain
the views of the Framers and our way of politicdaty that Locke and his contemporaries also beligkiat people who
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labored and who did not own productive property evérought of as “human capital” to be used, buy there not
considered intelligent enough to govern themsettes.

We see, then, that as early as the 1760s and 1fi@@emocratic tendencies of common people hadhaththe Framers.
Stated a Pennsylvania newspaper in 1772, it wag“the Tradesmen were checked. They take too numh them. They
ought not to intermeddle in State Affairs. They butp be kept low. They will become too powerfullierefore, when the
First Continental Congress convened in Philadelphidoe fall of 1774, the members of the Congressevselected from
the “ablest and wealthiest men in America.” Johy) déno would later become the first Chief Justi€¢he Supreme Court,
was chosen as president. He believed that the wghpsses “were the better kind of people, by whichean the people
who are orderly and industrious, who are contetfth Wieir situation and not uneasy in their circianses.” His theory of
government was simple: “The people who own the tgurught to govern it

By 1776, according to Jackson Main, 10 percenhefwhite population - large landholders and merthaowned nearly
half the wealth of the country and held as slavesgeventh of the country's people. As Howard Ziommectly points out,
the Framers were a “rising class of important pgbptho “needed to enlist on their side enough Aces to defeat
England, without disturbing too much the relatimfswealth and power that had developed over 150syef colonial
history.” Unlike the situation in Pennsylvania,att of common people to build popular governmémtsiost of the other
states were defeated. In Massachusetts, for exathgl@ew Constitutions of 1776 to 1780 increaseler than decreased
property qualifications for voting. In Maryland, @@rcent of the population was excluded from hajdiffice because of
property qualifications®

But the Framers were not out of the woods. In soespects, the war had exacerbated class confttietr{th could buy

their way out of the draft and officers receivedamumore pay than common soldiers); more than ctm@mon soldiers
mounted attacks on the headquarters of the Coméih€ongress in Philadelphia, once forcing the menntio flee to

Princeton across the river. And in yet still otlstates (Delaware, Maryland, North Carolina, Sousinoina, Georgia, and
to a lesser degree, Virginia), the civil strife alniwas part of the challenge to elite dominatiorsigéed throughout the war.
Elites did succeed in adding modifications to tleevrbills of rights in North Carolina, Maryland, Neverk, Georgia, and

Massachusetts that stated that “nothing hereinagoed shall be construed to exempt preachers afdreble or seditious
discourses from legal trial and punishment.” Inestivords, even after independence had been achitheegossibility of a

revolution remained’

Military Defeat of the Common People: Shays Rebebin

Technically, Shays Rebellion was a rebellion owex policies that took place in western Massachsis&blitically,
however, it was much more than that. It encompaasseries of defiant and militant showdowns thaktplace between
the Framers and the common people in twelve othiliteen states. The battles had less to do wikéstaas we shall see,
and more to do with choosing the direction in whiblk new nation would move. Militarily, the commepeople were
defeated in Massachusetts and in other states wélarmishes took place. In Philadelphia, at the <itutional
Convention, the Framers would consolidate theitovic and the common people would suffer a corredpm political
defeat. Their hopes for community, for a moral exawy, for localized political power, and for demaxyavould be dashed.

Although one-fourth of blacks in the North werechal slavery (30,000 blacks were enslaved in thetNas late as 1810),
during the 1780s the vast majority of white New Engers, and perhaps the majority throughout thieeeNorth, lived in
a largely subsistence cultufeThat is, as one yeoman farmer stated, a farm fgeavme and my whole family a good
living on the produce of it. Nothing to wear, eat,drink was purchased, as my farm provided alléaNself-sufficiency
generated feelings of self-mastery and independdngenot the independence of the individualisself-made I-pulled-
myself-up-by-my-bootstraps” variety. Rather it wiasvas the sense of independence associated wittmemity. Small
white farmers lived in a community directed cultufieheir sense of independence was linked to thepe@bion and
interdependence of friends and family at the comitguevel.

Women often labored in the fields along with merenbers of extended families traded labor. Neighbaided labor and
animals. Payment and exchange in nearby towns ft@s im goods, services, and land. Craftspeoplelyzred not for an
abstract market, but in most cases limited produadid items specifically needed and required bygmgors.

Community help even extended to the new farmex village. “In America, a man is never aloneyerean isolated
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being,” observed Marquis de Chastellux in 1781.éTeighbors, for they are every where to be fonmake it a point of
hospitality to aid the new farmer. A cask of cidank in common, and with gaiety, or a gallon ofruare the only
recompense for these services.” During the 178@snaunity cornhuskings, barn raisings, logrollingad quilting bees
symbolized the overall cooperation among rural NEnglanders?®

Simply stated, common people within the white comityuseemed willing to take care of one anothegéelber, they had a
greater appreciation of their common interestsividdal needs were understood, in part, as commungieds.

These sets of needs and values were much diffgrantthe market-oriented approach to life pressethé most important
economic groups within coastal towns, the merchaftspkeepers, lawyers, bankers, speculators, @ndercial farmers
- the class out of which the Framers emerged. Tameérs and their allies sought greater economieldpment, expanded
trade, and accumulated personal wealth. Initiahgaere reinvested in order to realize increasefitpr Sam Adams, for
example, speculated in continental and state s@yrbuying them cheaply and hoping the governmentld back them
with gold. A well known Boston lawyer in 1785 st@dtéMoney is the only object attended to, and thiy acquisition that
commands respect.” Individualism and competitiormenvaccepted and celebrated. Boston wholesaler Thdtaacock
made clear the impoverished sense of community imeis shared when he said, “As to the profit yauogeyour goods
its your look out, not mine. | expect my money ofiywhen it's due?

In the mind of the Framers, it was “every man fomgelf.” This deserves special emphasis becaussag this
understanding of political and economic (socialpdogor that helps us to grasp the meaning of SRafsllion and later
the Constitution itself. Freedom in the minds of thramers was both freedom from others and freedoaccumulate
wealth. Given this concept of freedom, communitgcdimes less like a family and more like a markeenetrelations
revolve around exchange. The Framers feared contiesitiiat were networks of mutual concern and niwhkgation, for
when moral considerations based on traditional@ymunity values come into play, the property owrend the money
lenders are restricted to what the community haayoabout how resources are used. In the Frameris!, the community
becomes a set of exchanges between producers asdngers, owners and workers. People are free thdils (free from
traditional, moral, or community values) in a frearket, freely pursuing self-interest. The socialeo is held together, not
on the basis of tradition or a sense of mutual aesibility but by impersonal contracts. With theeriof contractual
relations, particularly in a society with greatgo@lity, power is shifted away from people who wezeognized as being
able to interpret traditional, moral, and communitjes (often religious leaders, elders, healargjatd those who owned
great amounts of property and money. In additiocoercive agency is required to enforce contractsHaward Zinn
argues, “To protect everyone's contracts seemalikact of fairness, of equal treatment, until coesiders that contracts
made between rich and poor, between employer apdbgee, landlord and tenant, creditor and debtenegally favor the
more powerful of the two parties. Thus, to protéese contracts is to put the great power of theegonent, its laws,
courts, sheriffs, police, on the side of the peagi.™*

The role of the state in this setting is the keyntiking the market system work. It's function isrtake sure the relations of
exchange keep on going, to help expand or creat&etsa(especially with regard to capital and labtw) subsidize or
protect key industries, to protect the propertyhafse who have it, to guarantee contracts, to enthat foreign or critical
ideologies don't take hold, and to use force, dassary, in each of these undertakings.

Proponents of the new market political economy adgthat it was natural, self-evident, and divinelgpired. But like all
systems, it was and is not neutral. It carries wtithistorically specific biases which have beea fource of protest to this
day. In the world of individualistic competitionagh person confronts every other person as a cdopahnd potential
enemy. The individual freedom to become rich anghested from community is valued more highly thhe tewards of
family-like bonds found in a cooperative communitjoral standards tend to give way to standardsfiidiency and
productivity. Nature loses its spiritual significanand becomes a resource. Compassion and a geouicern for others is
too frequently shuffled into and contained withire tprivate sphere, in families or love relationsimothe church. Mutual
responsibility and the obligations of family anchwounity - those troublesome, ethical, sticky, peaspemotional realms
of human experience - are split off and given tanea, generally, to worry about. Egoism, ambitiamd apward mobility
are encouraged. The stratification of society &wdd as natural, not a product of human actions.

The Framers, by virtue of the Constitution, woulthfly place the power, legitimacy, and force of gtate squarely behind
these new market values and the privilege of peivdites. But keep in mind that the urgency withichithey undertook
that task was due to the fact that during an ecamalownturn during the mid-1780s, when the Franmrshed their
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market-relations hard, common people held fastht&rtvision of community, did everything they could peacefully
defend it, and then in a last desperate attemipang on, they fought back.

The trouble really started when merchants and abasiolesalers got stuck, following the War of Ipdadence, in their
attempt to re-establish large-scale trade with GBe#ain. British officials, who now viewed the dad States as a foreign
nation (and one with whom they had lost a war),dkgt to play hard ball. They denied New Englandahants access to
the lucrative British West Indies market and theyndnded that the U.S. merchants pay for imporspéatie (hard money
or what we might say “in cash”). In other wordsitBh officials stopped giving credit.

The wholesalers then turned around and demandednamey or cash from retail shopkeepers in inlaagions. Country
store owners then turned around and demandedataefs immediately pay back their loans in cash.fBuners, quite
accustomed to the cooperative relationships ircdmmunity, felt that these demands were unwarraatedrather selfish.
Besides, they had been used to paying back theiislon crops, goods, and labor. Farmers found thlees being dragged
into debtor court and threatened with the losseirtland. Others were threatened with jail for aidpdebts.

Merchants had difficulty collecting debts so thagd taking legal action. In the farming communifyHampshire County
Massachusetts, 32.4 percent of the county's mensixteen were hauled into court from 1784 to 178t jail conditions
were often abominable. In one cell, twenty-six @nisrs were held without proper food or ventilatiBnisoners developed
boils and sores. Some even died. To compound reatt@me state governments such as Massachusetth whkre
practically instruments of the merchant class degtitb help merchants out by shifting the tax burdemy from the
merchants and onto the farmers. Moreover, the &se@ tax burden had to be paid in hard money. U$tdigation given
for this tax policy was that it would help to profm@ommercé?

Notice the role of the state. It was protectingittierests and values of the merchant class anahénket system in general.
In Hampshire county, not a single retailer wenjaib This of course was the great issue. One farstated that “it cost
them much to maintain the Great Men under Georgétl, but vastly more under the Commonwealth amigiess?

The common people started with peaceful protestyorked through the existing legislatures hodimga “traditional
world in which men are justly dealt with, not a feet world.” Specifically they sought paper monaydaender laws
(bartering), legislation which would have permitthém to acquire credit and a way to pay it thas wampatible with a
self-sufficient way of life and community values. dtates where the legislature was controlled brcamgile interests, they
organized town meetings and county conventionsilfEasmajority of the people demanded paper morbg; New
Hampshire Gazette reported that “three-quarteteaat, and more likely seven-eights of the peoplshed that “paper
money on loan be made by governmefit.”

Notice the key features of this movement: 1) A migjaof common people, at least in New England pachaps across the
country wanted a particular piece of legislationt Bist as a majority of people today may want agh ® Contra funding or
a nuclear weapons freeze, such policies contincause they are policies which are considered asratipe in order to
protect the interests of the most powerful classwg shall see, the Constitution was designeddtegt the few property
owners from the majority. 2) Because of propertylifigations and the location of capitals in theastl areas, the
merchant class was given disproportionate influancemost states. The creation of popular assemblefarmers was a
way to make political power available at the lotalel. It was a way to involve the majority in mé&agful political
decisions. These would-be rebels were doing whey there supposed to be doing - working together ahthncing
workable and feasible legislation. The Constitutivauld further weaken local political power and ure that it was
centralized at the national level. 3) The issue wasjust economic. It was social, cultural, andrahas well. Small
landholders in Middleboro, Massachusetts believet the depreciation that would be created by $iseing of paper
money would enable them to escape the “most pgsmands” of the “wealthy and overbearing setmef who can
build up their fortunes on the ruins of the couritmjts present distressed situation.” Other fagmaiticized those “who
have a greater love to their own interest than tieeye to that of their neighbors.” The Constitutieould firmly establish
market rules as the law of the lafid.

In this context it is worth noting the actual pligli most merchants. Few merchants were withowgtasMany owned large
farms, had assets in stock and trade, investmergciories, and many received support from weakihy “Probably most
important,” writes Szatmary, “merchants had no leddigation to discharge postwar debts owed tifgm creditors.” In
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other words, the debt or liquidity problem couldsédeen solved collectively, or democratically,hatite full participation
of all parties. But it would have meant an entirdifferent social order, one based more upon redpeall people, and the
sharing of political and economic power. For menthathis was unthinkable. At issue for them wal#tipal and economic
privilege and how to protect it with the developrnefia strong, sovereign state. They wanted toepitdheir credit because
they believed that the future success of theirrenites depended on it. And they want to proteetrtpolitical power.
Coastal elites, of whom the Framers were a padngly condemned the creation of popular assemblesubverting the
principle of “free and rational government.” Theeng, said one elite, “treasonable to the statehat they “support a
government of their own making®”

So for elites, there was no question of cooperatioof figuring out a way to help each other. Thess no respect for
genuine dissent or for a different point of viewitiftonflicted with their self-interests. They agglithat contracts were
“sacred things,” that the “right of property is aceed right.” The right of property said one Coniwet merchant, who
captured the essence of the Framer's thinking,tle%one most religiously to be respected by eweamiety, that in these
modern times wishes to flourisf.”

As tax collectors carried off hogs and horses asdcaurts seized land, farmers, “living in a comnyxoriented
society...were indignant at the plight of friendsdarelatives.” By the end of 1786, armed uprisingfien directed at
stopping court proceedings, involving almost 9,0@0tants or roughly one-quarter of the “fightingeni’ in rural areas,
had broken out in Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire sééhusetts, and Connecticut. David Humphreys oih&dicut
dashed off a letter to George Washington: “We hanezented an emission of paper money and tendey fiaan taking
place.” By mid-1787, uprisings had spread to Pelvasya, Virginia, South Carolina, Maryland, and Néersey. In Rhode
Island, debtors had taken over the legislaturevaeck issuing paper money. In North Carolina, NewkYand Georgia
legislatures passed either tender laws or issupergaoney®

Meanwhile, coastal merchants who had in 1785 predsthe Massachusetts legislature to adopt a ré@oltio propose to
the several states a convention of delegates éoexpress purpose of a general revision of the éitemétion” were moving
fast to change the laws of the land and weakemdlveer of the states through the creation of a natigovernment. By
June 1786, Rufus King, co-author of the Constitytimoted that “the merchants through all the statesof one mind, and
in favor of a national system.” In September of @,78everal hundred men had surrounded the legisldatu New
Hampshire and demanded paper money. Daniel Shais, @0 armed farmers, closed down court proceexdiing
Springfield, Massachusetts. And in September of61T8erchant delegates from five states met at Asiiso consider
plans for a national government. They recommentatithey call for a convention in Philadelphia imybf 1787. Eight of
the twelve states that sent delegates to the Ctiomechose their delegates from October 16, 178Feforuary 28, 1787,
the period when the rebellion was most threater@eprge Washington correctly noted that the refredlihad so alarmed
state leaders that “most of the legislatures hapoiated and the rest will appoint delegates totraefhiladelphia.” James
Madison also linked the motivation of the delegatethe Constitutional Convention to Shays Rebellide said that the
rebellion in the states “contributed more to thateasiness which produced the Convention...thanethfsem the
inadequacy of the Confederation?2®.”

Early in 1787, Daniel Shays began, in what wasbtbldest rebel action, a march on Boston with 1,0@®. Militarily, the
action, not unlike the insurrection in general, \aaailure. The militants fought in several skirh@s in a number of states,
but were defeated in each of them, their leadeeserd, several sentenced to death, and severalhasged. But as the
Framers convened in Philadelphia, small bandsrofidas continued cross-border raids from New Yotk iMassachusetts
and attacked the homes of retailers, professiomadd, military leaders. As late as June 8, after Rhemers had been
meeting for three weeks, farmers in Maryland andtis&€arolina were still blocking the consideratmfrdebt suits, and in
one incident forced a sheriff who was serving & teri‘eat it on the spot.”

Some Things To Remember

In 1976, the bicentennial year of the “American &ation,” a play was performed in the western Mabsaetts town of
Northampton about Shays Rebellion which led theema to believe that the Constitutional Conventidrich followed
gave expression to the values and interests afdhemon people. It implied that the Constitution vagseople's document.
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It set things right, fixed things up, and let thejarity rule. Such was not the case.

The Framers were not simply supporting the mercblaiss against the common people, they were thehast class. They
were the champions of market values. It was agé#esh that the common people fought. It shouldsupprise us that an
issue today which finds currency and which is cegutiby the slogan “People before Property” wassaunéd then. Time and
again, merchant leaders, the Framers among thera,asacerned that the general effort by common legopequalize the
burden of an economic crisis and preserve bondsiudfial responsibility would undermine the “securitfy property.”
Henry Knox, a Framer who did not attend the Coneentstated that unless the government is “streaxggtl...there is no
security for liberty and property.” Edward RutledgeFramer who did not attend the Convention, atghat the rebels
would “stop little short of a distribution of progie - | speak of a general distribution” and thatuld destroy commercial
exchange and lead to economic ruin. Oliver Ellstyocb-author of the Constitution, felt that it waa%favorable moment to
shut and bar the door against paper money” ancetelagvs which had “disgust[ed]...the respectablg p&America.”
George Washington, co-author, worried that the llielpe“sunk our national character much below pdyinging U.S.
“credit to the brink of a precipice.” Keep in mirtkde priority which property has in the mind of thReamers when we
examine the Constitution itsef.

It is also important to remember how swiftly theafiers turned to repressive measures to curb @bléixpression when
that expression did not accommodate their systenprivilege. When the protest began, for examplemn Sedams
engineered a Riot Act which prohibited twelve orrenarmed persons from congregating in public antthvempowered
county sheriffs to kill rioters. If convicted undigre act, rioters would “forfeit all their landgnements, goods, and chattels,
to the common wealth” and would be “whipped thinigte stripes on the naked back, at the public whigppost, and
suffer imprisonment for a term not exceeding tweatvenths, nor less than six months.” Massachusesisended the writ
of habeas corpus. The state was also granted thergo arrest and imprison without bail for an ifidiée period “in any
part of the Commonwealth any person whom they shalpect is unfriendly to government.” Sam Adanjussfication for
these measures bears repeating because it undersherattitude of the Framers toward revoluti@sawhich prevails to
this day: “In monarchy the crime of treason may &drhbeing pardoned or lightly punished, but thamwho dares rebel
against the laws of a republic ought to suffer déaThe right to revolution (for the middle clasajlvanced in the
Declaration of Independence is here taken backgdod*

At the Constitutional Convention, the Framers mel@ar their desire to enact coercive measures whaild counter the
revolutionary impulse that had been bubbling toghdace for twenty-five years. Alexander Hamiltoid the Convention
in June, “A certain portion of military force is sddutely necessary in large communities. Massadtsusenow feeling the
necessity.”

George Mason added, “If the General Governmentldhoave no right to suppress rebellions againstiqudar states, it
will be in a bad situation indeed.” Mason then &djdior national control of the militia. James Maxdlisagreed, “without
such a power to suppress insurrectiang, liberties might be destroyed by domestic factiemghasis added).” Charles
Pinckney, not having faith in the state militia)led for a national army: “There must also be d redlitary force. This
alone can effectively answer the purpose. The dnBtates have been making an experiment withoaind, we see the
consequences in their rapid approaches to anardbffi Langdon: “The apprehension of the nationadefawill have a
salutary effect in preventing insurrections.” Intidle I, Section 8 of the Constitution, Congresssvgaven the ability,
finally, to “raise and support armie®.”

Article IV, Section 4 of the Constitution reads tthhe United States “shall protect” every state ‘a@pplication of the
legislature, or of the executive (when the legiglatcannot be convened), against domestic violérkzmes Wilson
explained, “I believe it is generally not known wmat a perilous tenure we held our freedom andgeddence....The
flames of internal insurrection were ready to bungtin every quarter...and from one end to thewti the continent, we
walked in ashes concealing fire beneath our fééi€ guarantee clause (just cited) “is merely taisethe states against
dangerous commotions, insurrections, and rebelliofise delegates also agreed that the writ of hsipespus could be
suspended “in cases of rebellion” (Article |, SentB). A clause intended to prevent rebels froninigidn bordering states
as the Shaysites had done was also added. Anticigelction 2 in part reads, “A person charged ip state with treason,
felony, or other crime, who shall flee from justiemd be found in another state, shall, on demétitecexecutive authority
of the state from which he fled, be delivered uppé removed to the state having jurisdiction & ¢nime.” A similar
clause relating to fugitive slaves can be founthnsame sectiofi.

22



Towards an American Revolution

The swiftness of the Framers to quickly and forcibhuff out the dissent of common people who daoele equal was
demonstrated again in the Whiskey Rebellion of 1¥9dstern Pennsylvania farmers who understood |gl#zat the new
federal Constitution had taken political power frahem, refused to pay a tax on whiskey (which hadnbused as
currency) that had been forced on them by a comalegtite. Some 7,000 western Pennsylvanians mdrélgainst the
town of Pittsburgh, feigned an attack on Fort Rittich held a federal arsenal, and destroyed th@equtp of some
prominent people there. Washington dispatched Hamélong with 12,950 troops, the “army of the Qdanson, to the

troubled area in order to put down the “enemiesmfer.” Because of the measures provided by thes@otion, the

Whiskey Rebellion, unlike that of Shays, was imnaésly crushed

The rebellions of 1776-1787 were an attempt orp#ré of the majority of white common people to bth a political and
economic system that departed radically from thstaoratic paternalism of the colonial era. Indeatuservants, blacks,
Native Americans, and women (although women who pmeperty qualifications could vote in New Jerseitilu1807)
were excluded. Yet small farmers and artisans égilst the vision of the commercial elites of a &plid empire,” of a
distant, impersonal, and arbitrary centralized gownent. Their vision was not that of a wealthy wlogower, but of
community, free from the greed and lust for powet thad marked the commercial empire of Great BrifBhey placed
their hope in retaining and building upon the ¥iyabf local self-government, on town meetings, plap assemblies, recall,
and referenda.

Ralph Ketcham summarizes the general attitude adettopposed to the Constitution this way: the dgcdound amid
family, church, school, and other community orienitestitutions could “impinge directly and continugby on government”
so that it too might be expressive of human deceBagh town or district or ward or region was todés own and be
conscious of its particular identity rather thainigesome “amorphous, arbitrary geographic entitylyQvith such intimacy
could the trust, good will, and deliberation essgrib wise and virtuous public life be a realitihything else, for them,
would not be self-governmeft.

This is not to say that the vision of the commone in question did not embody values that contgd to domination
and subordination of various sorts, particularlyhwiegard to race and gender. Yet it is clear thahy common people
within the white community consciously sought tdabtish a political economy that would prevent #meogant and
oppressive rule of people who accepted privilega astural right. From the point of view of the fexs this was the
wrong kind of political economy, the wrong kindasion. They had never really gone beyond the &hritiision of empire,
of commercial growth, westward expansion, and asee national and international power and presfigethem, the
“leveling tendencies” unleashed by the War of Iretegence had gone too far. They sought a centraliegubnal
government, the ability to coercively suppressrimaé dissident movements, to regulate trade, tdeptqorivate property,
and to subsidize industries which would drive tltermmy and the nation forward to greater horizohgroductivity,
comfort, and wealth. They wanted, in short, theséege of the British imperial system restored & Almerican states.”
And “in the name of the people they engineered reservative counter-revolution and erected a nalistitagovernment
whose purpose in part was to thwart the will o fieople’ in whose name they act&d.”
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Chapter 3 The Constitution: Resurrection of An Impeial System

[O]ur...Founding Fathers, knew the ideas, langa, and reality of empire....It became...synonyswaith the realization of their
Dream....Under the leadership of Madison, the..vemtion of 1787...produced (behind locked doors)@bnstitution. Both in the mind
of Madison and in its nature, the Constitution vaasinstrument of imperial government at home antadh

- William Appleman Williams *

We tend to view the Constitution as having beertamiwith the full blessing and approval of “theopk.” Such was not
the case. The delegates had agreed to secreckrieawwhat happened at the convention or what widsusdil 1840. The
Federalist Papers were more a defense of Constialdtprinciples than a record of what had trangptreere. Fifty-three
years passed after the Constitution had been wriitfore notes of the convention discussions wemdenpublic. The
reason for secrecy was simple. When the Constitwias completed, “the majority of the people wesmpletely against
it.”?2 The majority instead identified with the documevitich was the constitution from 1781 to 1789, theicdes of

Confederation.

Under the Articles there was no Senate or Suprem@t@r President. There was just one branch ofguowent, the

Congress. A centralized government that could pagsrm legislation and coerce the states to gogior use force to put
down rebellions had disappeared with the Declanatibindependence and the Articles were designdeép it that way.
There was wide agreement, particularly among thaglaiand lower classes that whatever the new gowemhwas to be in
the United States, it should not be like the higbgntralized, strongly national government of GrBatain. Rather,

political power should be as close to the locaélaas possible; and it should be decentralizedkdwaown into many parts
which could be brought together into a congress.tBat was it. Distant, impersonal, centralized eyovnent in which a
few had power over the many was feared and thaiegie counter to the purpose of the struggle fdefrendence.

The states were completely equal, each having egdbn with one vote. Congress settled disputésdsn the states.
Elections were held every year. Declarations of, walitary build-ups, or even treaties had to finstve the approval of at
least nine of the thirteen states. Congress cooldstop a state from issuing paper money. On alaedpasis, Congress
could only tax to raise money for the Post Offithere were severe restrictions on holding officd arconscious effort to
limit individual power. No one could be a memberGidngress for more than three out of any six yaawspne could be

president of Congress for more than one year oangfthree. Members could be recalled at any tignéhbir respective

state governments. States were not permitted tp kessels of war in peacetime or maintain troopée@s for defense and
with the approval of Congress).

Perhaps the greatest defect of the Articles wagatility to enforce or create unity. States cogidtheir separate ways or
fail to respond to particular rulings and nothingulel be done about it. The Articles were also astatie to the
development of national and international relatiohtrade. Congress lacked the power to regulaordinate interstate
or foreign trade or even develop a uniform curremMdyr did it have the power to tax. The groups ntostibled by the
weaknesses of the Articles were those whose owmtgribusinesses were dependent upon the protagdtioterstate and
international markets. Interstate and internatiomatle barriers, for example, greatly interferedhwinerchants and
producers implicated in the market economy. Emdrgesmufacturers were interested in protective feariflany of the
plantation owners and merchants were also landutgtecs and moneylenders; hence they were intetestereating a
strong military power which could force or use theeat of force to compel Native Americans, slawEhtors, or similarly
disadvantaged people to act in accordance with ithteirests, both domestically and internationally.

There was generally agreement across classeswrat permitted to express themselves politicalhgt tthe Articles
needed to be strengthened. The sovereignty ofatiemdepended upon it. But among the common peafpileose classes
the issue was how best to amend the Articles. Butaffew very powerful Framers, such as George Wgtim, John
Dickinson, Charles Carroll, Robert Morris, Gouvam®lorris, James Wilson, and Alexander Hamiltorg tbsue was not
how to amend the Articles. They had never suppdttedArticles to begin witA.For them the goal was to restructure the
government entirely. The “inferior” people or “mefi more humble, more rural origins, less educased with more
parochial interest$”had too much political influence; they had useatestegislatures, in some instances, to curb @ivat
economic power and expansion in the interest of manity. John Lloyd worried that “Gentlemen of prayé too
frequently lost electoral contests to men from‘thever classes.” Elbridge Gerry seems to have haunélar concern when
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he said that if western farmers obtained influeegeal to that of eastern merchants they would “eggrcommerce, and
drain out wealth into the Western Countfy.”

The Framers preferred a system more like GreatiBrin which the “better” people had the authotityuse the state to
promote the expansion of a private economy indepethdof what the “inferior” people might think is their best interest.
They believed, paraphrasing John Locke, that “lmvimore in proportion than the rest of the World, tban our
Neighbours, whereby we are enabled to procure teebres a greater Plenty of the Conveniences &’ lifas the end to
which the state should be committed. Empire isdfoge. It is natural. It is our right.

A Coup d'état

Although it is a misnomer, those who supported Fnemers in their effort to ratify the Constitutitbve been called
“federalists.” Those who opposed the Constitutiod &vored the federal form of government provitbgcthe Articles of
Confederation have been misleadingly referred ttaas-federalists.” The Framers who were pushiogd Constitutional
Convention wanted a national government, not arfgam of states, and would have been more acdurédbeled
“nationalists.” Most people, however, feared aarai government so the Framers, in order to algmselves with those
who responded well to the idea of a federationtafes, began calling themselves federalists anid tpponents anti-
federalists. Not only did this disguise their irttens but the term “anti-federalist” made opponeitthe Constitution seem
obstructionist and negative.

The series of meetings that led to the conventierevengineered by men who did not like the Articlesey were part of
an elite consensus that was forming in reactiothéomany rebellions (black and white) and democrathdencies among
excluded people and it was their private meetihgs lied to the initiative for the Constitutional i@@ntion. At every turn,
the popular voice was absent, and elites were asangly empowered. No special popular electionsewald to select
delegates. Instead, delegates to the Conventioa sedected by the state legislatures, who weradrence removed from
the limited electorate. Moreover, the Constitutio@onvention had been called to amend the Artideyy and any
proposed changes had to be approved by all thesstsfore they were adopted. But the Framers défiese legal
stipulations, abandoned their authorization to am#re Articles only, designed an entirely new calized national
government, and inserted in the Constitution thahould go into effect when ratified by only nistates. J. W. Burgess has
stated that what the Framers “actually did, strippéall fiction and verbiage, was to assume ctunestit powers, ordain a
constitution of government and liberty and demanplebiscite thereon over the heads of all existegglly organized
powers. Had Julius or Napoleon committed these #wy would have been pronounced coup d’état. “

The Constitution of the United States

A National System

At the most fundamental level the Constitution weeyond the Articles in the following way. The n8enstitution

(Article 1, Sections 8 and 10) simply swept awag fovereignty of the states in the areas of war@ady-making, coining
money, emitting bills of credit, and impairing tbbligation of contracts. These sections also pldlcedtate militia under
control of the national government, authorizedrtagonal government to tax directly and raise domnal army and navy,
and gave the national government the new poweamsgtalate commerce and establish a national currémtigle 1V,

Section 3 gave the national government the powdisjpose of western territories. And to make ctbarsupremacy of the
national government vis-a...-vis the states, andchatill, Section 2 and Article IV stipulated thaitional laws, treaties,
and judicial power are superior to those of théesta

The sweep of these changes is breath-taking. Riogt, that the national government was now in atipasto protect and
develop markets (and with a national army and rthig/could be done forcibly), protect manufactureiesvelop a capital
market by paying creditors in full, raise revenueectly, and do all this without having to wait fohe approval or
compliance of the states. The ability of the statelelp out the debtor or disadvantaged by engittiiis of credit or by
modifying contracts was outlawed. Consequentlyt assso many Framers had warftedilitary force was now available
and authorized to be used against recalcitrargstat insurgents. Quite plainly, political powettta local level had been
significantly reduced. In fact, the Framers “failédl provide any Constitutional guarantees for tbevdst level of
government, the municipalities...[where] politicahthusiasm and activity of the American citizensl lieveloped and
flourished.” In other words, the development of an economgdagpon impersonal market relations and the raltieslé
interested individual could go forward with full swy.
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In short, a major change occurred quickly. Powes sfifted from the local and state levels to thional level. This meant
that political power was now concentrated in ndyanfew hands but in those fewer hands that heltsiderable wealth
and economic power. The new national system assheetommercial and financial interests...thgtotentially unpopular
rules and practices would nevertheless be enforelably and consistently....The ability to charthe economy, to deal
with substantive public policy issues such as tis&ridution of wealth and fiscal and monetary measuwas effectively
removed from popular controf.With the erosion of a way of life based upon pwiwn for use and the encouragement of
one based upon production for profit, the spacecfilective discussion, resistance, or non-compkawas drastically
narrowed. Thus the function of the federal govemmimeas clarified. Its purpose was to protect propessential to a
commercial economy (contracts, bonds, and credi) @romote the expansion and development of magtations. We
may say then that the role of the government abkshed by the Constitution, at least implicithas that of an instrument
of private power both in the political sense ofitimg meaningful popular involvement and in the momic sense of
imperial expansion. David Smith notes that the ‘@mi@l organization designed to advance England'sigo trade, to
protect her colonial interests in North Americaasihe parent...of American Federalism.”

Checks and Balances

One indication of how poorly we understand our ozl system is that we celebrate the concept etk and balances as
a hallmark of democracy. It is not. Checks and fizda limit public power (the government), espegitie power of the
people, and thereby expands private power (owrfepsoaluctive property and capital) which is leftgaly unaccountable
to the public. It is, if anything, a hallmark ofettack of democracy and reflects the Framers' adioir of Great Britain and
their identification with imperial thinking. The &mers set for themselves the task of designingrgrerial system that
would be legitimized by the consent of the governedhe context of eighteenth-century thinkingnsent of the governed
included constitutional monarchy where the monargidwers were limited and where the governmentuded an
assembly elected by the people. But any influendbe government by common or “inferior” peopleseal the possibility
that the poor could challenge the rich, public poeeuld be used to challenge private power. Notéibtan's remarks:

...as had been observed (by Mr. Pinckney) we ha@mong us those hereditary distinctions of ranictvlwere a great source of the
contests in the ancient governments as well asntigern States of Europe...We cannot, however, ¢irded even at this time as one
homogeneous mass....In framing a system which veh w0 last for ages, we should not lose sight ef thanges which ages will
produce. An increase of population will of necessitcrease the proportion of those who will labodar all the hardships of life, and
secretly sigh for a more equal distribution ofitessings. These may in time outnumber those whgkaced above the feelings of
indigence. According to the equal laws of suffrae, power will slide into the hands of the former.

In order to prevent common people from having amégay in public affairs and to safeguard priyatgver in general by
limiting public power, the Framers chose to discnd arrangement under the Articles of Confedenatichere the
important powers of government were vested in glsifegislature and resurrect England's aristacissstem of “checks
and balances.” The purpose of checks and balanassthis: public power would be “checked,” espegi#tie House of
Representatives which was closest to the peopleedder, the House of Representatives would be ficald’ by the
interests of property by giving property ownersraager voice in two ways: 1) the Presidency andSbeate would be
elected directly by property owners through thectlal college and state legislatures respectialy 2) the Presidency
and the Senate would be given more power than thesélin the government. John Adams, who once staféel have
been told that our struggle has loosened the bafidgovernment everywhere; that children and apprestwere
disobedient; that schools and colleges were grawloutent; that Indians slighted their guardians] aegroes grew more
insolent to their masters,” was the supreme adeoshthecks and balances. Although he was notatdhvention, many
of the delegates shared his desire that the steioftthe new government should follow closely be British model.

In the British system, the House of Commons (compewple or small property owners) was balancedbyHouse of
Lords (aristocrats or large property owners) amdking. In this way, should “wicked projects” emeifgom the “lower”
house, such legislation could be checked by theédphouse or if necessary by the executive, is thise the king. Again
we can see that common people, in this model,isteugted and that property owners are thoughsdbatter” or more
“virtuous.” That most of the Framers shared thesseimptions and used these terms is well-documented.

The relationship of the Presidency and the Sewatieet Congress was intended to parallel the chacttdalances built into
the British system; property, argued the Framemss ¥he stabilizing force. People with property eomservative and
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cautious. People without property have nothingoteland engage in foolish experiméfiBherefore, the Framers chose to
have an “upper house” or Senate which could chkeekHouse of Representatives, the “lower house.” S&éeate would
represent property by virtue of representing erdieges (as Madison correctly noted a very largéridi such as a state
takes in a greater variety of parties and interestking it more difficult for underclass peoplesiastain a majority, not to
mention the greater and prohibitive campaign caats) by having Senators elected by state représasgwho were far
more connected to property than the general elgetprSenators would also be given longer terms thambers of the
House (six years as opposed to two).

This design reversed the popular trend toward mmécal (single chamber) legislatures, small disrieinnual elections,
and rotation in office. Stated Edmund Randolplhéf task of the delegates was to “provide a curéhi® evils under which
the United States labored,” then, “in tracing thegi#s to their origin every man had found it iretturbulence and follies of
democracy: that some check therefore was to bensdoigagainst this tendency of our governments: that a good senate
seemed most likely to answer the purpd$éiistorian Arthur Lovejoy concludes that the infentof the Framers in adding
a senate to the legislative branch was to inswae“the poor” could never get a law passed whicluldidoe unfavorable to
the economic interests of “the rich.” But for a geal view, we need to come back to Madison, Fathére Constitution:

The landed interest, at present, is prevalentirbptocess of time...when the number of landholdbedl be comparatively small...will
not the landed interests be overbalanced in figlegtions? and, unless wisely provided againstf wilhbecome of our government? In
England, at this day, if elections were open taksses of people, the property of landed prapsewould be insecure. An agrarian law
would take place. If these observations be justgowvernment ought to secure the permanent inecdéghe country against innovation.
Landholders ought to have a share in the governnergupport these invaluable interests, and tartz@ and check the other. They
ought to be so constituted as to protect the ntiyofithe opulent against the majority.

As Veron Parrington states, the “revolutionary apton of equalitarianism, that asserted the rigfitenan apart from
property and superior to property, did not entés their thinking....?

Separation of Powers

Separation of powers refers to the fact that trenfers scattered each type of national power (kgis| judicial, and
executive) among the various branches of governnteot example, the President has the legislativeepmf the veto
(Article I, Section 7), the Senate has the exeeypiewer of confirming certain appointments madeheyPresident (Article
Il, Section 2), and the Congress and Presidentlaeeked by judicial review (Article 1ll, Section.2B The separation of
powers accomplishes several things. First we sateittis a continuation of checks. Some of the keare upon the other
branches as well. One reason for this is that thenErs, as elites within the private economy, sbugdinly to protect their
individual freedom as property owners from statieusion. So they checked the legislative branchvel as the other
branches through the separation of powers to inswotection from a “misguided” executive (which yevell could be an
executive responding to the demands of the people.point is that as the national government wapgsefully made
inefficient, it would leave private power, or thevper of business or corporate elites untouchedCharles Beard points
out, “None of the powers conferred by the Constitutbn Congress permits a direct attack on progeftyus Madison
argued in Federalist No. 51, “The constant aino idivide and arrange the several offices in sugtaaner as that each may
be a check on the other - that the private intayksvery individual may be a sentinel over theljputights.”

The check upon the executive branch by the legislatranch is not like the check by the other bhescupon the
legislative. It is not a distrust or an indictmerftthe virtue and wisdom of a class of poor peoftlées a simple distrust of
the government or public power and a belief thawgbe or what we today would call corporate powerbasiness is
virtuous. Clearly, fear of the ability of commongpde to work their way through the legislature vias greater than the
potential tyranny of the President. When asked hosystem so inefficient could make any progressjv@&meur Morris
appears to have placed his faith in the paterimajisttential of the President: “It is necessahattthe Executive Magistrate
should be the guardian of the people, even ofdhell classes, against Legislative tyranny, agdhestgreat and wealthy
who in the course of things will necessarily congeshe Legislative body.”

The separation of powers was also intended to ptetie majority from “carry[ing] into effect schemef oppression,” that
is, the egalitarian projects many small farmers imachind. It does this because a majority of comrpeople who gain
control of the House can easily be checked by nfggraperty who are (or were) not directly electgdtbe people: the
Senate (elected by state legislatures then, ArtjcBection 3), the President (elected by an etatwollege appointed by
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the states, Article II, Section 1), or the Judigiéappointed by the President and confirmed bySteate, Article 1, Section
2). Here we find full expression given to Madisomsll known defense of the Constitution in Fedeataho. 10: “Extend
the sphere and you take in a greater variety dfgsaand interests; you make it less probable ahagjority of the whole
will have a common motive to invade the rights d¢iiev citizens; or if such a common motive existswiil be more
difficult for all who feel it to discover their owstrength and to act in unions with each other.’pBmerment of common
people was not one of the aims of the Framers.

Representation

Veron Parrington notes that the Constitution regmé=d the first written safeguard against tyrafioyt it was aimed at the
encroachments of agrarian majorities rather thafoag minorities....An honest appeal to the peopbes the last thing
desired by the Federalists.2*.'Similarly, J. Allen Smith has stated that “[I]t svéhe almost unanimous sentiment of the
convention that the less the people had to do thitlgovernment the bettéf” This is a terribly important point for it goes
to the heart and soul of the Constitution. We knfmw,example, that the Framers understood thatra laege segment of
the voting population, perhaps a majority, had wenpaper money or tender laws. Yet in Article Ictia 10, the
impairment clause which we noted above preventestiom emitting bills of credit or interfering thi contracts, and
therefore quite clearly violates popular if not oréty sentiment on this point. The Framers, whitging to incorporate a
broad range of views, wanted to create a polisgatem in which the views of the “virtuous,” “madrelustrious,” “better”
people - those with “established characters,” ibk and wealth property owners, could easily doteirend overcome
popular will when necessary. The Framers soughegign a political system that would end the oppuoty of the bulk of
small property owners to meet at the grassroo® |l@ngage in prolonged discussions, and exercissiagerable political
influence. This was done through the creation system of representation in which, using Madisawsds, the “opulent”
minority would be protected from the majority bysdiated compartments,” “refinement,” “enlarged sphg and
“filtration.”

Most people were not permitted to vote. The Frama&ith some exceptions, particularly Franklin, wedhto restrict the
suffrage to those who owned property. But they @dadt agree on how much or what kind of propertyusth be counted.
So in Article I, Section 2, they let the statesidecWomen (except in New Jersey), slaves, NatimeAcans, and many
poor people were excluded. One may say that allhs changed, that the exclusion of the majoeifigcted eighteenth-
century thinking. And while it is true that no eibwgroup or gender is legally barred from votirtge €litist principles that
run through the Constitution and influence it aémvturn to favor the propertied class still ledthee people” without a
powerful voice. Just how little the people werébtoconsulted was framed in the following way by Mad: “The danger
of disturbing the public tranquility by interestigo strongly the public passions is a still mogeicus objection against a
frequent reference of constitutional questionshendecisions of the whole society.” While amendmeatthe Constitution
might empower people superficially in the shortstethey do not change or alter its character, pepthe general values
which it embodies, or its fundamental desi§Never has a U.S. president been elected by a majfrthe nation's adult
citizens. And, to a large degree, this is due @oftitt that the Constitution was designed to disage, not encourage, the
participation of the majority.

The Father of the Constitution explains the mearohgepresentation in Federalist No. 10 this wahe Teffect of a
representative system, as opposed to a democsatly, iefine and enlarge the public views by pagshem through the
medium of a chosen body of citizens, whose wisdoay rhest discern the true interest of their coursng whose

patriotism and love of justice will be least likely sacrifice it to temporary or partial consideyas...the public voice,
pronounced by the representatives of the peoplé,b&imore consonant to the public good than ifnprmnced by the
people themselves....” Understanding that the pujiliod and private rights (or property rights) egeiated for Madison,
and understanding the value which the Framers glapen economic development, privilege, and thiealjie of individual

freedom and affluence, we may conclude that onetim of elected representatives is to guard tlet&n people” against
the majority when the majority entertains ideasclihghallenge inequality, privilege, and/or privateperty. To put it more
simply, representatives were never intended torbeng us, carrying our views forward. They were ridied (given the
checks and balances, separation of powers, anohdirect election of the President and Senate)at@imong the “better
people” who are above us, who speak and thinkgpand tell us what we need.

Whenever “the people” do make demands and becothe ait is always a crisis for elites. The demawndshe people at
the time of the convention were described as “exclesnocracy” by Elbridge Gerry and “rampant demogrdy James
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Madison. We shall note in Chapter 5 that after almer of previously disaffected groups such as lastudents, women,
Chicanos, and Native Americans became politicaitiva during the 1960s and 1970s, corporate alétesred to the fuller
participation among disadvantaged constituencies &rm of “distemper” and a “crisis of democrac¥lites, quite

consistent with the values of the Framers, havaydwperceived the active political engagement opfgwithout property
as a crisis. John Quincy Adams, in a bit of undgeshent, reminds us that the Framers did not pafede “slavish
adorers of our sovereign lords the people.”

The Majority Does Not Rule

Kenneth M. Dolbeare and Murray J. Edelman havetified several ways in which the “Framers builtoithe Constitution
layer upon layer of obstacles to simple majorite’tioecause they feared the “redistribution of gy by the masses.” In
addition to the built-in checks and balances, s#jmar of powers, the property-biased system ofasgmtation, they add: 1)
“Amendment of the Constitution is very difficulequiring a vote of two-thirds of both houses of Q@ss and ratification
by three-quarters of the states,” (Article V); &)dThe electoral college is a device designedite giscretionary power to
the elected delegates and deny the people direatecbf the President,” (Article I, Section ).

Note also that the principle found in the Declanatof Independence that revolution is a right ofgle (“That whenever
any Form of Government becomes destructive of thess [life, liberty, and the pursuit of happineis$$ the Right of the
People to alter or to abolish it.”) has been elaménl altogether in the Constitution. To be sure,Rhamers in 1776 only
had the white male middle to upper classes in mihdn they framed the right to revolt. The Consitut however, not
only eliminates any encouragement to revolt, it esakevolution virtually impossible. With the staiditia under federal
jurisdiction, with the creation of a national arntlge authorization to suspend habeas corpus (&rgeople up without
giving a reason), and put down domestic insurraestidhe risks entailed in challenging political laarity are greatly
enlarged.

Also, given the system of checks and balances apdration of powers, the Framers believed thatcitizen was

adequately safeguarded from the abuse of gover@apoiver and therefore the citizen's right to rev®lmade invalid.

Remember this was the reason Sam Adams gave fgestilgg that participants in Shays Rebellion ouglite killed on the
spot. It is ironic, although not surprising, thiaé tFramers entertained no safeguards against @ipaater or what today is
called corporate power. It is ironic also that Bramers would exaggerate to rather hysterical ptaps the threat to their
privileges posed by the legislative demands puvdod by small farmers and the political participatof common people
in general. Surely had any of them been enslavadaate to endure the discipline and despotism ofiheteenth-century
factories, or the everyday abuse many citizensytest@erience on the job, they would have foundrtbein justification of

withdrawing the right to revolt, namely that théizen is protected from public power, to be whaithelevant. In the words
of one anti-federalist, because the national gawernt would have its own army and would be ablecimmand the state
militia, “the last Resource of a free People istakway.*

Anti-federalist Opposition

Although most common people were against the aeaif a national government, opposition to the @ar®n extended
into all classes. Many slaveowners, for examplardé the creation of a national government, whaseep was greater
than the states, would be able to interfere withghvate practice of human enslavement. In Comnngcthe ideas of the
nationalists were feared because they were:

founded on Principles Subvertive of a RepublicaréBoment Tending to Destroy that Equallity amongdhisans which [is] the only
permanent foundation on which it can be supporetirow an excessive Power, the constant atterafgbperty into the Hands of the
Few, to cherish those anti-republican Principlefeé&lings which are now predominant in many of ttates and finally to dissolve our
present Happy and Benevolent Constitution & to teoecthe Ruins, a proper Aristocracy: wherein tloelBof the People are excluded
from all share in the Government, and the Direclomanagement of the state is committed to the &edRowerful alone®

General comments following the Convention were thatFramers had gone too far. “The natural Coafgeower is to
make the many Slaves to the few.” Another objettetthe Constitution because “the bulk of the peaple have nothing to
say to it. The government is not a government efgieople.” The “men of Fortune” would not feel ttie “Common
People.” An “aristocratical tyranny” would arise, which “the great will struggle for power, honardawealth, the poor
become a prey to avarice, insolence, and oppressibren John Quincy Adams would write in his diatyat the
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Constitution was “calculated to increase the inflees power and wealth of those who have any alre&dgouth Carolina,
when the “backcountry” learned of ratification, étipeople had a Coffin painted black, which borné&iireral procession,
was solemnly buried, as an emblem of the dissaiwind internment of publick Liberty....”

More specifically, anti-federalists felt that thelite of Representatives had been made too weakhandd control the
legislative process as well as the executive amaptained that it was now nothing but an “assistaigtocratical Branch.”

They thought that the President had been givenntach power, that “he” was an elective king “vesteith power

dangerous to a free people” and that the electwiége was “an aristocratic junto.” They complairthat the general
structure seemed “to verge too much toward thadBrjplan,” that the relation between the SenateRmedident looked too
much like a king and a House of Lords, that it égdizan oligarchy, and that the House was nothingabtpretended
concession to democracy.”

They believed that “In a free Government there n&vik be Need of standing Armies,” that the Framappropriated both
the “powers of the purse and sword” because thegvtkthis was not a free government,” and that “&ythe greater part
of the different nations, who have fallen from therious state of liberty, owe their ruin to stamgliarmies.”

And we find that criticisms of the Constitution wegxplicit with regard to its failure to respectricracy, although the
term was used to mean a variety of political systefnequently anti-federalists said that they preféa “democratick”
system to an “aristocratick” and that the Condtitutdid not erect a “Democratick or Republican,ygmment where
democracy was generally defined as a politicalesyghat gave space to “the great body of the petigemiddle and
lower classes,” as contrasted with “the few mewedlth and abilities” who comprised the “naturastarcracy.?

It is interesting to note that our own complaintgo “imperial presidency,” that we feel powerlessl that our votes do not
count, that the “military-industrial complex” hasot much power, that government seems distant andvfay, or that
corporations seem to dominate all aspects of eeslecho the complaints heard 200 years ago.nibtisurprising. After
all, it is still the same system, and in so manpadntant respects the debate surrounding the adppfitthe Constitution
underlies contemporary class and racial divisicnsvall as debates over militarism, the environmsatret governments,
and the spiritual well-being of our country.

Ratification

The majority of the people were against the Cautstit. Not surprisingly, those who stood to gaianfrit directly, the
wealthier and more professional, were enthusiaBefore the Constitution was ratified, Hamilton edthat the supporters
of the Constitution were “the good will of the comrdial interest...[who want a government] capalfieegulating,
protecting and extending the commerce of the Unfand] the good will of most men of property whislwa government
of the Union able to protect them against domestitence and the depredations which the democsagirit is apt make on
property....” General Knox, in a letter to Washomt wrote, “The new constitution is received witteat joy by all the
commercial part of the community.” Numerous lettarsong elites share a similar conclusion. And is wkear that the
Framers understood where the opposition came froghthe nature of that opposition. Rufus King, a hemof the
Massachusetts ratifying convention wrote to Maditwt the opposition arose chiefly “from an opinibat is immovable,
that...the system is the production of the rich ambitious, that they discover its operations drad the consequences will
be the establishment of two orders in the Soc@tg, comprehending the opulent and great the dtlegodor and illiterate.”

Keep in mind that the Framers, in order to overcoineemajority opposition, first wrote into the Ctihgion that it would
not have to be ratified by all the states to bectame(as stipulated in the Articles) but that onipe states had to ratify it.
That meant that as many as five states would hawppose ratification in order for the Constitutimnbe rejected. The
strategy of the Framers was to move quickly befmpposition could organize properly. The first stgps to get the
approval of Congress (sitting in New York under #krticles) to approve the Constitution and to passn to ratifying
conventions that would have to be selected. Chies observes that before “opposition could gaitiseforces...the plan
was slipped dexterously past Congress.” They dgl il sending the Constitution to Congress (onettbf whom who
were present had been delegates to the Constiitt@onvention) only eight days after it had beegnsd. They also got
Congress to put the words “Resolved unanimouslytten resolution calling for the ratifying convemt®y giving the
impression that Congress had supported the newti@gizs unanimously. Richard Henry Lee, a membie€ongress who
opposed the Constitution, said that the Framerssteadpeded the Congress and that they had beguatifieation process
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with a nasty piece of trickery. There was moredme.

Even before the Constitution had reached New Ysokne of the Framers in Philadelphia were busy akwrying to get
the Pennsylvania state legislature or Assemblyuickly set up a ratifying convention before theyjcanined, for their
session was about to end. Opponents objected,nardhat there was no rush, that the people hademen seen the
Constitution. Nineteen assemblymen who had supgdmat was then considered) the radically demacRgnnsylvania
Constitution of 1776 decided to block the alliegha# Framers by abstaining from the Assembly, firesenting a quorum
and forcing an adjournment. The delaying strategyked for a time, but when news arrived the follogvday from New
York that Congress had called for the states tectalelegates for ratifying conventions, a fedstatiob went into the
homes of two of the more radical assemblymen aadgid them, protesting, through the streets ofBéiphia and into
the Assembly hall, their clothes torn, their fateite with rage.” One of the physically restrainagsemblymen tried to
escape but they barred his exit. They then votexdtohe date for selecting the delegates to tifging conventiore?

Meanwhile in Philadelphia, as Mee observes, “Roviragds of supporters of the new constitution roamtedstreets,
banging on doors and lobbing rocks through windt#%3.he Constitution was eventually ratified in Perlnagia. Anti-
federalists, in an address to the people, howaated that members had been “dragged to their aedt&ept there against
their wills, and so early a day was set for thecttde of delegates that many a voter did not kndwt auntil it was
passed...Of the seventy thousand freemen entdledté but thirteen thousand voted.”

In Massachusetts, a less forceful but somewhat podative strategy was used by Constitutional suggpsr When it

appeared that the anti-federalists would easilgctejne Constitution, federalists came up withanptalled a Conciliatory
Proposition. Although the Framers had decided thate would be no second constitutional conventiod that the

ratification conventions were to simply ratify @j&ct the Constitution with no changes, the Coattitiy Proposition asked
that amendments to the Constitution be proposed.sliggestion was that the amendments would be tgkexs the first
order of business for the new government. Knowhsg their proposals were not binding, but believingt amending the
Constitution was feasible, anti-federalists sugegstine amendments that would have, among othegghialtered the
federal government's power to tax and to goverctieles. A proposal stating that Congress couldestdblish a “company
of merchants with exclusive advantages of commenees also advanced. The strategy worked. The aesistwas broken
and Massachusetts ratified the Constitution. Tlp@sed amendments were, for the most part, lasrgulasidé’

A similar situation unfolded in Virginia when it waointed out that Massachusetts had proposed anegns to be adopted
at a later date. In long and very heated exchaagdswith the outcome uncertain, the federalistshages ingenuously,
accepted every amendment put forth by the antirfdidés. The federalists won in Virginia by a vote89 to 79.

In New Hampshire, a majority of the delegates opdatie Constitution and they indicated that theyldo/ote the way
they had been instructed by their constituents ekengh they had begun to change their minds &ft®ing discussions
with federalists. The federalists simply adjournibd convention and after a few months work were a@blconvert their
opponents. The Constitution was supported by a obfifty-seven to forty-seven.

In New York, two-thirds of the selected delegatesemopposed to the Constitution. The strength efogbposition in New
York had moved Madison, Hamilton, and Jay to witite now famous Federalist Papers urging ratificatid the
Constitution. In any case, the federalist were ablsecure yet another victory (by a vote of thidytwenty-seven), this
time by promising to work at once to call a secoadstitution convention, at which the Constitutamuld be revised.

In Maryland, the Constitution was ratified, agaiithathe proposed opportunity for amendments. N@#hnolina, however,
rejected the Constitution and in Rhode Island, whemall farmers had gained control of the statderfaists faced
formidable opposition. There, copies of the Countitih were distributed among the towns to givefiheple ample time to
study it and unlike all the other states, the daasbf ratification was submitted directly to theqgple (who were
enfranchised). The result was that 237 votes wasein favor of the Constitution; 2,708 were cagtiast it.

In the end the Constitution was ratified by eleg&ates. But we should note that two states rejattetile in three other

states, as measured by delegate strength, vosappiloved of it. Therefore, it appears that theseevat least five states
(enough to block ratification) in which there waajaority opposition among the active enfranchisegypation (which was
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a minority of the adult population). The emphasistlee “active” voter is important here becauseatiive voter tended to
be more conservative. Ratifying conventions were e the capitals which were mostly coastal towrtere merchants
and professionals were more numerous and promifiumal communities, given the property restrictiotigeir self-
contained spirit and their resentment toward merchad planter elites, and the cost of travel,rofteEl not send delegates
to the conventions. Moreover, their participatiates in delegate elections were low. In Maryland eixample, there were
25,000 eligible voters. Only 6,000 voted in theegglte selection process for the ratification cotivarand 4,000 of them
were from Baltimore. In a study of voter participatand eligibility at the time, Charles Beard cludes that “it seems a
safe guess to say that not more than 5 percehegfdpulation in general...expressed an opiniorvameor another on the
Constitution...[and] it is highly probable that mobre than one-fourth or one-fifth of the adult tehinales took part in the
election of delegates to the state conventiorenything, this estimate is higk:”

A Great Compromise?

The notion that the Constitution was the resuligodat compromises suggests, quite inaccurately, thiesie was great
diversity and great debate at the convention. Wee heeen that the movement toward the Constituti@@@ivention
resembled more the scheming of an elitist cabal th@opular movement anxious to correct the defeictee Articles of
Confederation. The “Great Compromise” that histwiaefer to is the compromise between the largestahich sought
(in the Virginia Plan) to base congressional repnégtion on population. It was the Madison-Hamilbmmception of a very
strong central government in which the states wedeiced to the level of provinces. The small statesented the New
Jersey Plan which was much more a simple modifinadif the Articles. There would be no Senate aedstates would be
represented equally in the unicameral Congresshrtheway it was at the time under the Articlese Treat Compromise
was the acceptance by the Madison-Hamilton winthefnotion of equal state representation in theat®ei hus each state
is equally represented in the Senate and in theséjaiate representation is based upon popul&iemmust also note that
it was in the context of this “great compromisedttthe decision was made to count slaves as tifthe-6f a person for the
purpose of figuring out the population of the slatates.

The significance of the compromise was that thénatist cabal that had wanted a strong centraé staer since the War
of Independence could not quite achieve the kindatibnal system they had envisioned, at leaséntitely. Even among a
convention of nationalist minded delegates theres waong sentiment for the idea of federalism ie #ense of
confederation. Therefore, limited sovereignty of gtates was preserved and in at least one coiggralsshamber there
was state equality. Much significance is attacheethts compromise because it was around this isatethere was great
emotion and division among the delegates. Had gpommise not been worked out, it is quite probab& the convention
would have broken up.

But around issues that separated rich from poaitevitom black, and men from women, there was atersible agreement.
There was no need for compromise when it camecilihg that the suffrage would be restricted toteimen with
property. There was no need for compromise reggntiie@ unusual authority given to the national goweznt to tax

directly, to guarantee contracts, to restore pubkdit, to regulate commerce, to promote the gdmeglfare (market
expansion), to raise a national army, to suspebédmcorpus during periods of rebellion, to forciilt down domestic
insurrections, or to use force to compel statatoply with congressional edicts. Indeed, there avabared understanding
that the use of force was a necessary featureed{itid of government they had in mind. Stated Ged¥gshington, “We
have probably had too good an opinion of humanreatuforming our Confederation. Experience haghaws, that men
will not adopt and carry into execution measured #ie best calculated for their own good, withbetintervention of a
coercive power.” The idea that there was a need federal bill of rights was rejected, unanimously

And that is the rub. There was no debate over venedh not it was the right of the “better,” moreirtuous” people to
decide what our interests and needs are. Thersmavagbate over the fugitive slave law (Article Béction 2). There was
no debate over the perceived need to check the aatiotendencies of common people. The reasoth®iConstitution
was to empower people of property over common edpldeed, our definition of self-government angetiom have
become linked, if not equated, to the interestthefcorporation. Stated President Carter during‘dnergy crisis” of the
late 1970s, “on the battlefield of energy...we saize control again of our common destiny...evexjog of oil [saved]
gives us more freedom...solutions to our energgisdan also help us to conquer the crisis of pliret $n our country....\We
are talking about the United States of America tnade who count this country out as an economiergpapver are going
to find out just how wrong they are.” Spoken likewee Framer.
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Finally property owners had secured a documentCibrestitution, that would permit them to push aheétth their vision
of vast state sponsored markets, expanded starsameal trade, state assisted development of “chiedgt and capital,
and of state assisted accumulation of material @doce. Property owners were now free from King Geothe Catholic
Church, from rebellious small farmers, from slavesople without property with “leveling” tendenciesd debtors who
would violate their contracts; in short, propertyreers were now free from personal relations andribeal constraints that
flow from them. Property owners were now free tospe a fully rationalized, calculating, self-intsted quest for empire
which, of course, from their point of view was teample unfettered exercise of self-government. Taerdefferson
captured the idea quite nicely: “I am persuadedmastitution was never before as well calculatedas for extensive
empire and self-government.”

The point of course is that if you wish to beconatpf the self-governing class, accumulate prgpérhat is your

freedom. That is the American dream and by all aot®Lee lacocca stands as an example of the Kinggortunity the

Constitution affords the common person. But theesaher visions of opportunity which conflict withose of empire and
the kind of self-government which accommodateJliey form the basis of oppositional politics todes/ they did then.
Some anti-federalists advanced alternatives toQastitution, alternatives which they argued eméddrue federalist
principles. They said, why don't we have sometimge like the Swiss Confederation or the UniteddduRrovinces. They
had local liberties, virtuous citizens, a repubticelf-defense coupled with a love of peace. Theynat powerful nations
but republicanism on a small scale may avoid tHéigal rule by a few that comes with continentapansion. And then
they asked of the Framers, “What, fellow citizeass your true aims: are they liberty and republs@n or are they,
perhaps, expansion and glor3f?”
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Part Il A System of Injustice

What shall we think of a government to which adl ttuly brave and just men [and women] in the lamel enemies, standing between it
and those whom it oppresses? A government thatrstto be Christian and crucifies a million Chsiswvery day!

e  Henry David Thoreau

Chapter 4 The Lie

I do not think, for example, that it is too muchsta@ygest that the American vision of the world icvtallows so little reality, generally
speaking, for any of the darker forces in humam. libwes a great deal to the battle waged by Amesito maintain between themselves
and black men a human separation which could ndbriged. It is only now beginning to be borne muws - very faintly, it must be
admitted, very slowly, and very much against ourwthat this vision of the world is dangeroushatccurate, and perfectly useless. For
it protects our moral high-mindedness at the tderibxpense of weakening our grasp of reality. Reeypto shut their eyes to reality
simply invite their own destruction, and anyone wigists on remaining in a state of innocence laftgr that innocence is dead turns
himself into a monster.

- James Baldwin, 1953

James Baldwin's warning is not specific to racitman and should be made applicable to a morergkdaim. Racism is
one form of domination and subordination and in7Ld@8mination by a few and the subordination of ireny was made
the law of the land. A battle was waged by the F@mo maintain between themselves as property iaared common
people as non-property owners a political sepanatibich could not be bridged. We call this relasbip democracy and it
is this vision of the world that is dangerouslydoarate.

This is not a widely held interpretation, to beesun fact, most of us believe quite the reverbat tnh 1787 a political
system of, for, and by the people was given lifés somewhat odd, however, that the more sympatkietw is so strong.
It is odd because many of the same people who atkspview will complain, if given the opportunjtyhat they feel
powerless. How often do you hear people say invaaeor another, “Voting doesn't really do anythih@?, “Why bother,
you really can't change anything. Look at the 6@,"the famous, “You can't change city hall.” Mostealing is the fact
that those of us who are really outraged by whatgmvernment is doing in our name spend quite afitme asking the
question, “But what can we do?” This is hardly ttedrain of an empowered people who believe thay thevern
themselves.

A theme which | shall draw out in this chapterhattfar from being a government of “the people,lsois a government
which rests on the assumption that “the peopleyeeially when they become politically excited, netgted, and alive, are
thought of as subversive. Any serious student dfipal surveillance and repression in this courknpws this to be trué.

But we seem to prefer to protect our moral highdetiness by permitting elites, virtually at evenamte they get, to
persist in the lie that it is “we the people,” amut “we the largest property owners,” who goveris tountry. In so doing

we risk weakening our understanding of the waywtiich our lives are systemically made subordinatéhe interests of
the rich and politically powerful. And in so doinge invite our own destruction.

“We the People”
The most familiar part of the Constitution is thregmble:
We the people of the United States, in ordefotn a more perfect union, establish justice, insdomestic tranquility,

provide for the common defense, promote the geneedflare, and secure the blessing of liberty toselwes and our
posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitufar the United States of America.

Since the bicentennial year, the preamble appeapostage stamps and is everywhere raised up ésneé of this nation's
“democratic” beginnings. Yet the “ordaining” andstablishing” of the Constitution was perhaps onewf history's most
un-democratic moments. Remember many common pepglely resisted the principles which were to be @digd in the

Constitution and most had no idea that the Coritital Convention meant to scrap the Articles ohféderation.

While the Preamble did not reflect the truth, d derve two important political goals for the Frasa®ne is it signaled that
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the Articles had been replaced by a national systethe confederation had been left alone, it rhaye begun “We the
States.” The committee of detail had suggestedearpble which read as follows: “We the People of $tetes of New
Hampshire, Massachusetts...and Georgia, do ordaatare and establish the following Constitutiontfte government of
ourselves and our posterity.” However, Gouvernewurrid, who was the chair of the committee of stylent over the
entire first draft and gave the Constitution thdesthat it has today. He was responsible for tteamble's final form. And
although it was intended to signal to its readbes & national system had been established, the tmational” was never
used (much in the same way Madison, as slaveowaerfo it that the word “slave” was never used).

Secondly, Morris, the undisputed champion of acistoy, anticipated the broad opposition to the @Gar®n and sought to
begin the document with a little phrase that migjkie the document broader appeal. There is muliiplgy in this. Morris,

the great egalitarian phrase-maker, may have had oomtempt for the common person than anyoneeatdhvention. The
phrase which is most well known and which is useddior the Constitution is legally meaningless érfdlsely suggests
that the Framers were either common people themsealv identified with them to the degree that thegpected, even
celebrated their political wisdom. The suggesti®toitally false. However, perhaps the greatestyistemming from this
almost mythic phrase is that it was originally aarby the Iroquois, a people against whom the Framvere committing

genocide.

For the Iroquois, the concept of “the people” mesrhething very different from what the Framers tmadhind. Their law
and custom provided for the relatively equitablstritbbution of wealth, universal suffrage, and afederation of states
similar to the one described in the Articles. Arsetver in 1727 noted, they “allow no kind of Supdty of one over
another, and banish all Servitude from their Teriés.” lroquois leaders were regarded as sendriteir people and were
generally “poorer than the common people, for thigct to give away and distribute all the pres@mtBlunder they get in
their Treaties or War, so as to leave nothing lieniselves.” The Framers, who approved the enslavesfienuman beings
and who sought to prevent the political participatof the poor, women, and Native Americans, arsicered by many as
terribly progressive for the eighteenth centutgeological managers would have us forget thatpiivase borrowed from
the Iroquois by the Framers, and exploited, (“Viie, people, to form a union, to establish peaceityegud order...”) was
taken from the Iroquois Treaty of 1520.

The Bill of Rights

Following the colonial experience, both the Framensl the common people shared a fear of tyranngpmressive
government and the tyranny of an imperial powercivhéxploited the productive and trade opportunitiegs colonies. It

is upon this fear that the Bill of Rights restseTBill of Rights guarantees individuals protectfoom the government but it

is the kind of protection that individual entrepeeins, merchants, creditors, property owners, aeduators sought after
having escaped the grip of British capitalists. &taughton Lynd reminds us, “The First Amendment watsintended to
protect the rights of wage workers...Rather theradmeent sought to safeguard the rights of propentgiog middle-class
citizens to read, speak, meet and publish, prighécformation of public policy”Therefore, once the Framers had created
a government that protected their interests asegptppwners, it seemed to many of them that a &illRights was
unnecessary. “Why, for instance,” argued Hamilthould it be said that the liberty of the presalkhot be restrained,
when no power is given by which restrictions mayrbposed?”

But some of the Framers, particularly as propeviners, still feared the potential power of governmén a republic, the
threat posed to private power by common peopledcoat, apparently, be overstated. After all, argMiedlison, if there
were to be an invasion of private rights, the ipjwould result “not from acts of Government conyrto the sense of its
constituents [owners of property], but from actsvimch the Government is the mere instrument” pbpular majority.
Jefferson seemed to share this view when he saichthappreciated the “legal check it [the BilRights] puts into the
hands of the judiciary?”In addition, there was support in the House ofrBsgntatives for a Bill of Rights. Remember that
some anti-federalists endorsed the Constitutioietielg that their suggested amendments were takentup by the House
of Representatives. But several of the proposechdments, because they challenged private powerlglean counter to
the purpose of the Constitution. In Massachuskttsexample, a proposed amendment urged that n@pudistic

“company with exclusive advantages of commerceéteeted by Congress. In Maryland, a proposed amendsuggested
that “in all actions on debts or contracts and rErsies respecting property, trial of the fatialisbe by jury if either
party choose; and that it be expressly declaredstage courts have concurrent jurisdictiofln’order to keep decision
making regarding contracts and property in priveteds and out of the hands of the people, a matitie House to
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consider all proposals of the states during théaation process was defeated.

The first ten amendments to the Constitution thetteneventually adopted, or the Bill of Rights, dittompass many of the
proposals regarding protection that had been pwisi@ by anti-federalists during the ratificatioropess. Proposals which
attempted to make private power accountable, evdimited ways, however, were rejected. Conseqyenthile we have
protection as individuals from the government (imgiple but not in practice);*the Bill of Rights does not protect us from
corporations or from our employers. The point hieréhat the Bill of Rights is quite consistent witlhe enhancement of
private power intended by the Constitution. Corgfiorss, themselves considered individuals (giver@43lruling by the
Supreme Court), are often shielded by the Bill @ftf&s from public demands. The recent effort by tihteacco industry to
prevent the government from prohibiting their adigements in magazines by pointing to the Bill afjiRs is a case in
point.

While few would disagree that the Bill of Rightdaafls certain individuals important protection frahe government and
therefore ought to be celebrated and carefullydrerone could also argue that there is more itceaship than protection.
The Bill of Rights says not a word about guaramgegparticipation. This is especially true with rejdo investment
decisions, the use of national resources, and vac&gpractices (there is no right to strike, foamyple). It is also true with
regard to simple political participation. Despitethe talk about our “right to vote,” voting is ha right guaranteed by the
Constitution. It is a privilege granted by the stldr which we must qualify, and much of U.S. podit history has been the
struggle of the under-classes to do just that. Beld®n Wolin points out, the Bill of Rights is “cthed in such a language
that was less suggestive of what a citizen mighively do than what government was prohibited frdaing. ("Congress
shall make no law...abridging the freedom of speeciNo person shall...be deprived of life, liygrdr property, without
due process of law...9"Indeed, the protection afforded by the Bill of Rig is quite conditional as we shall see in a
moment.

First let us put all the parts together. A politieaonomic document, the Constitution was suppgseesigned to “preserve
the spirit and form of popular government” (Madisernen as the substance of popular governmentakas taway and the
participatory politics flourishing at the local lelvwas weakened. This was done out of fear andudisof the political
tendencies of common people or what Madison calledunjust and interested majority.” Having estsiidid the political
supremacy of property owners, the Constitution e able to authorize the state to encourage euicnexpansion
through the regulation of commerce, the protectibmdustry, trade, and private property the gusgarof contracts, and
the development of a capital market. In other wdtds state was placed at the service of privatessind made an
instrument of private power. The token usage ohsgalitarian phrases as “we the people,” as Waimectly points out,
was “a formula to give the Constitution a legitimdtasis, not to encourage an active citizenry.” Vikadity of the state
would come not from a politically astute and enghgéizenry but from a highly productive and efiot economy.
“Getting the economy moving again,” not “liberatjbmould become the slogan of candidates runnimgpfditical office.
And here we come to the heart of the crisis whidkdts our political order. The concept of a rdiles;, politically active
and community oriented citizen (a Ben Linder) mustdisplaced by the concept of the responsibleetit{a Lee lacocca):
one who gives “a due obedience to its [the fedgoakrnment's] authority” (Hamilton) and who appetes and longs for
the imperial reward for obedience: material wealtd protectioA.

What does this mean? It means that as long as lwe tree accumulation and protection of propertg arnudiciary to
protect us from the government more than we valagiqg a meaningful role in the decisions that efi@ur lives, we obey.
We don't ask questions. We learn to care more gbmmutmuch we earn than about what we do and ewsralgout the
impact that our work has on others. In fact, obeckeimplicitly means that when we go to work wevkeaur conscience at
home. It also means that we agree not to care sb mdoout the details of politics as long as thenfof popular
government and the appearance of democracy is aadat We agree when we consider political issogkink primarily

in terms of self-interest and consumer sovereigrtig Middle-East? That means the price of oil. G@itmerica? There is
the potential for more Spanish-speaking refugeg®to across our border. Social programs? Unlass & recipient, they
have a bad effect on my taxes and interest ratede®¥n to admit that we are selfish and matetialias though it could
not be otherwise, and then take pride for beingekbm this admission. But notice: it is in the ot of this obedience that

*The richer and the whiter “we” are the more thimpiple holds. If you wish to look into the realitf “American” justice, see Assata by
Assata Shakur (Westport, CT: Lawrence Hill and @887).

40



Towards an American Revolution

I may claim my rights as a responsible citizen arpect the government to deliver to me as a redplerdtizen the real
opportunity to acquire affluence and comfort. lirighis context of obedience that my freedom @&exph is protected. For if
| don't obey, if | persist in valuing real demogramnd community higher than the opportunity to obtaivate power and
affluence, then | am a subversive and my freedospeé&ch cannot be protected. The truth is tha¢iinsist that we, the
homeless, people of color, women, Native Americans, workers - the majority - must govern ourseleesfor example,
if we agree that we are willing to do with lessondler that we might genuinely share economic ressuand power with
the peoples of the Third and Fourth Worlds or ideorithat we might live in a cleaner environmengntfve threaten the
privilege and power of the few who have it as veslithe entire system that makes their privilegeiptes The Framers
understood this leveling tendency, this distasteropire. In 1798, the Sedition Act was passed whiekle it a crime to
“write, print, utter or publish...any false, scatwles and malicious writing or writings against g@vernment of the United
States, or either house of the Congress of theedi8itates or the President...with intent...to btiregn...into contempt or
disrepute.” A mechanic was sentenced to eightearthimon jail and a $400 fine for writing the follavg: “Here is the
1,000 out of 5,000,000 that receive all the bertdffiublic property and all the rest no share.ifnitleed all our
administration is as fast approaching to the Lanmts Commons as possible - that a few men shoukkpseghe whole
Country and the rest be tenants to the other® fftv have] invented every means...to destroyaheuring part of the
Community...*°

When the administration of Thomas Jefferson tookegyoin 1801, the repression of political opponesdsatinued. Over
2,000 were prosecuted including a minister whoicizéed Jefferson in a Thanksgiving Day sermon. Mayved
substantial prison terms. A worker who put up ardigat protested the tax laws and urged “peaceretir@ment to the
president” served two yeafs.

Historian Leonard Levy has stated that the Frarfessumed that...freedom should be available onlyeievers,” a kind
of quid pro quo. One hardly expects free speedbetabsolute; as former Supreme Court Justice Virttas stated, “The
societal value of free speech must, on occasiorsuberdinated to other values and consideratiores; but what values
and what considerations? Former Supreme Courtcéudbe Fortas helped answer this question wherebkaged that the
government was permitted by the Constitution tovgné speech which “[interferes] with the prepanatf the nation's
defense or its capacity to wage war...[damagegpeity...[or disrupts] work.” Yet Howard Zinn pointait, the Supreme
Court has restricted speech even more severelyttiaanThe symbolic act of burning one's draft dar@968, for example,
was forbidderi?

David Kairys points out that “the founding fathexgre an economic and political elite who were mimterested in
promoting commerce and restraining the democratipuises of the public than in any new notions @&efrspeech.
Hamilton, Madison, Washington, Franklin - even defbn and Paine - all supported criminalizatiorseditious libel.*

The Constitution, it is clear, was erected upon fér of leveling tendencies. The claim that comnpaople govern
ourselves in the United States is a false claind fe claim that common people can freely and foretgally criticize our
political and economic system and work to build tme is more democratic without risking reprisahilie.

The Citizen As Subversive

In 1950, George Kennan, head of the State Depattpianning staff, gave a briefing to Latin Americambassadors in
which he said that a major concern of foreign politust be “The protection of our raw materialsh-fact, more broadly,
the material and human resources that are “oursfidiyt, require that we combat a dangerous herdsighvhas been
spreading through Latin America, namely “the idkattthe government has direct responsibility far tielfare of the
people.™ This “heresy " is simply and most often referredas “communism,” whether it bears any relationghighat
particular ideology or not. This condemnation af tHea that government has a direct responsitiditthe welfare of the
people captures wonderfully the legacy of the visid empire and the Lockean notion of rights: 1eTdtobe is up for
grabs. It is all potentially private property, site for development. You are free to try and aegitiand if you do, you
own it. And what you do with it once you own itup to you. It's your right, unless, that is, 2)raup of people, Church-
based groups, unions, or popular coalitions whaebelin community more than in free enterprisengedntrol of a
government and define limits to acceptable indigidactivity in accord with ethical standards. 3)eT¢reatest threat to
private power (free enterprise, the market systeomtracts, production for profit and private owrngpsof productive
property) has primarily been public power (a goweent controlled by common people for the welfaretaf common
people in the interest of community). Noam Chombkkg made the point well: “If segments of the usuatelevant and
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apathetic public begin to organize and try to pastite in some meaningful fashion in shaping affaif state, that is not
democracy, that is called a crisis of democracyilkesal elites in fact call it and it's a crisisathmust be overcome by
various means'® . The common person then who is not responsibbdnt but who is politically active, who is a zén,
is subversive. And to an important degree these$idemocracy has been confronted by elites irlthiseed States, as in
many other countries, through reform and throudhtipal repression.

Political Repression

Kairys states that, “Our glorification of the higtoand modern reality of free speech has maskedattie of substantial
participation in the decisions that effect our $velhe mythic version of freedom of speech is @tre¢ element of our
national identity. It can be easily manipulatedldggitimize the lack of adequate means of expressioparticipation,
enlarged power for the already powerful and evelitany intervention abroad!® There are two issues, then. One is the
clarification of the nature and degree of politicapression in the United States and the secotlieisuggestion that our
belief that we live in a country free from politicepression is itself a necessary condition oftigal repression. Our
discussion, like all politically engaged intellegtuvork, must be seen not only as a process obdésy, but as a process of
self-discovery, of liberation.

Political repression in the United States, alsotreoy to popular myth, has been constant and wigash And the depth
and persistence of political repression in the &thiBtates, in light of our nation's self-undersilag@s a free and innocent
people, is, in a word, shockingAccording to Robert Justin Goldstein, “Politicapression contributed significantly to the
failure of the labor movement as a whole to achievaor power until the 1930s, the destruction dafical labor
movements, the destruction of radical political mxments, and the continuing self-censorship whicheArans have
imposed upon their own exercise of basic politiceddoms.*Let us look briefly at each of these themes.

The repression of American labor from 1870 to thd-%®30s, which was “massive and continuous,” ttiwd form of
government toleration of company towns, privateiqaglprivate armies and private arsenals, the tefibasic political
freedoms to millions of workers, the abuse of fdogdocal police, state militia, and federal troppad used techniques of
harassment, mass arrests, and court injunctioresndst severe repression was directed at workgemniming within key
sectors of the economy such as in the railroad),dextile, mining, lumber, and agricultural inthiss. In certain instances,
such as in the Pullman strike of 1894 and the Shédte of 1919 where these major strikes couldhmite been broken
without repressive measures, political repressi@vgnted labor from becoming “a major power in Aicen society” for
at least twenty to forty yeaf$.

Radical unions were “literally smashed by politicapression or severely adversely affected bytitha peak of their
strengths.” Four of the leaders of the communisirelnst movement which had achieved considerabdagth in Chicago
by 1886, for example, were hanged “without any eeable proof” that they were involved in an alledemimbing. The
Western Federation of Miners, a socialist-orientedustrial union which by the early twentieth cegtlhad 50,000
members was “physically decimated by arbitrary stee@nd deportations.” The Industrial Workers @& World (IWW)
which had a membership of 100,000 workers by 1944 iks entire top leadership jailed due to govemnraids and
conspiracy prosecutions. Goldstein describes theession of the IWW as “vicious” and states, “Indiethe entire history
of the IWW is simply a history of political représs....” The union movement affiliated with the Comnist Party (CP)
elicited a legislative response that was openlyasgive: the “1947 Taft-Hartley requirement thatualion officers swear
non-Communist oaths to qualify for Wagner Act bésethe 1954 Communist control act provisions remmg Wagner Act
benefits from “communist-infiltrated' organizatiomsd the 1958 Landrum-Griffin ban on CP membersisg as union
officers were all designed to completely destroysiiéngth among American workers. Combined with GlSters (under
strong government pressure) of CP-dominated unithese measures decimated communist influenceeimtherican
labor movement?®

Goldstein points out that not just labor movemdnis basic political movements as well have beenadgd because of
political repression. The Socialist Party (SP) dgiWorld War | suffered intense political repressio the form of “arrests
of party leaders, post office bans on SP publicati@nd physical attacks on party members by palickvigilantes.” This
repression completely destroyed about 30 percembaafl party organizations and generated divisiamthin the party
which led to its demise. The Communist Party, alsong the post-World War | era, was driven undeogd by means of
raids and mass arrests, deportations, and crimyralicalism prosecutions. When it showed signseoewed strength in
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the mid-1930s, the CP was targeted by the 1940hShait (the first peacetime sedition act since 1788y during the 1940
elections, the CP “was barred from the ballot fteéin states.” During 1939-1941, the party was stigated by Congress
and three state legislatures. The FBI's countefligence program or COINTELPRO, the program ofrespion with

which most contemporary activists are familiar, wasated to destroy the CP in 1956, even thouglpdngy was already
decimated. Goldstein notes that given the threae@o“the American repression of the CP exceedatldhany other
demacratic nation®*

During the Vietnam Era, with citizens becoming ilwesl in a very broad range of issues that extengeltdbeyond
traditional left/labor oriented frameworks (somendfich were environmentalism, animal liberationy gad lesbian
liberation, a multi-faceted feminism, new formsbddick nationalism, American Indian liberation, amticlear power, anti-
nuclear weapons, and spiritualism) and with citizeften moving from the language of “rights” to theguage of “power”
and “liberation,” the government's response atlemel was massive covert surveillance and the fisgents provocateurs
and burglaries in attempts to foster division arstard within protest organizatiosBy the mid-1970s the FBI
maintained intelligence files on an estimated 6ilian individuals and groups. The CIA launched dastic surveillance on
roughly 10,000 citizens and more than a 100 groaipd,kept an index on more than 300,000 citizedsoaganizations®

Goldstein believes that political repression in tbeited States has destroyed the continuity of Acaer radical
movements, especially during the 1917-1920 and 1964 periods. He also believes that it has chitlelitical debate and
narrowed the range of acceptable ideas: “One ofrtbgt startling aspects of American political idethe virtual exclusion
of socialism from any serious consideration as ssiixde solution to American economic or other peofs.” Proposals for
public control of credit and monetary policy whiemerged for a time out of the People's Party 1@0dsyago (echoing the
policy proposals of Shayites 100 years before tivate derailett and their advocates purged in much the same vty th
today's red-baiting and harassment of citizens imgrin solidarity with the people of Central Amexibelps to legitimize
the present Congressional unwillingness to recagthiz validity of socialist movements in that regaf the world. “The
fear of being investigated by the FBI, wiretapplegiyled before legislative committees, deportedrosgruted for sedition
has not been unrealistic,” notes Goldstein. Bus ia reality the obedient and responsible citizeesdnot know and,
perhaps, does not wish to knéw.

The Ultimate Check: Secret Police

Consider briefly the experience of blacks in thesitry. The enslavement of human beings continoeddventy-six years
after the signing of the Constitution. In 1865 Black Codes, which were the slave codes revivaghliy restored white
supremacy as southern states rejoined the uniathelpresidential election of 1876, Democrat Sanjudlilden received
more popular votes than the Republican candidatbeRiord B. Hayes, but the Democrats agreed tonattte electoral

commission to declare Hayes the winner so that tdoeyd retain political control and white supremagysouthern states.
Following that historic “compromise,” blacks weréehfranchised and the most severe and extendeodpef racist

violence, excepting slavery itself, began. Betw#882 and 1930, a system of state sponsored teasriiwoperation that
resulted in the lynching of 3,386 blacks.

Racism, of course, still continues. The median Bbakl net worth for whites in 1984 was $39,135. Blacks, it was
$3,397. The poverty rate for whites was 11.5 peredtile for blacks it was 33.8 percent. Infant nadity rate in 1982 for
whites was 10.1 percent while for blacks it was619he male murder rate for blacks that year was fomes that of
whites. Blacks have been victims of medical experitation, particularly in prison but not always.eT$tate of Georgia
during the early 1970s, for example, sterilizedesak“mentally deficient” black girl& Numerous other data, measure, and
personal testimony could be wheeled into placeitthér make the case that the systematic denthlediumanity of people
of color is taking place in our society. And simitdaims could be advanced, and are done so régulaat other categories
of people in our society experience systematic eggon.

The key word here is systematic. That is, the oggiom in question is linked to the web of ideadues, beliefs,

assumptions, and practices that help to make ugdbil relationships in which we are all implicht®©r has Hegel has
stated, the world which is outside us has its tigéda us to such a degree that it is these threditsh make us what we
really are. The problem is not just that thereyistematic racism and/or massive inequality in dreatise free society. If
there is systematic racism and/or massive inequalia society that is believed by most of its mensito be basically free,
it means that the humanity of the non-oppressediedisas the oppressed, is diminished. One canijharlthought of as a
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healthy person if one has lost the ability to ustherd (and act on that understanding) the oppressianother.

The legacy of the Framers in this regard, in additio the remarkable achievement of ideological geas who have
followed them, needs to be highlighted here. Weshaweflectively accepted the idea that freedomnsiéiae right of a few
individuals to control the lives of millions of pgle by virtue of their private ownership of comntyninational, and
international resources. We have unreflectivelyepted the idea that democracy refers to a polisgatem in which the
marginal participation of common people is desigtegrotect the political and economic power of ffnepertied class.
The key political values that emerge from the Citutsdbn are frozen in the ice of eighteenth-centelitism. We allow the
privileged to rest comfortably in a set of socialations that call exploitation freedom and the emgrment of the rich
democracy. Given these conceptual blinders, theesgipn of others becomes harder to see and thegption of our own
humanity, particularly if we are among the prividéelj becomes invisible. Lies about who we are andtwie do become
more palatable than the truth, denial more palattifs#in confrontation.

In this context, those people who want to exposeuption or who attempt to challenge power are @eed by guardians
of the order as very dangerous, as threats todraezxhd democracy and the “good life” we share. Vdiees of blacks and
other marginalized but active and critically mindgtizens need to be silenced, if the hierarchprdfilege and power in
this country is to be preserved. Correspondinglis their voices that need to be heard if fundaaechange is to come
about.

It is not surprising, then, that even the reformastti-communist black organization, the Nationalséciation for the
Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) was infikihtby the FBI for a twenty-one year period. The eyoment's
response to more militant, radical black organ@aj such as the socialist Black Panther Party JBBWRygests that
movements by oppressed people that have a reateludrending that oppression simply is not toletaehe BPP which
attempted to build “survival” or community servipeograms which included health clinics, childrdmr'eakfast programs,
busing, as well as police patrols on which BPP nmemtbrandished legally-acquired firearms, was setadby the
government in a manner which Donner describes k®uawarfare” and a “reign of terror.” Twenty-¢iggBPP members
were assassinated by the FBI and/or various logliadgpdepartments.In addition to attacks made by the FBI (which was
later found to be “criminally complicit in violente including assassinatiodj,Internal Revenue Service harassment, CIA
surveillance, Internal Security Division of the Refment of Justice grand jury abuse, and the haestsof lawyers
defending the BPP by federal urban intelligencente@r “red squads” were all brought into play i® povernment's
campaign to eliminate the BPP.

The strategy behind this repression tells us a glaad about the purpose of the repression itsélie“effectiveness of the
BPP newspaper, the eloquence of its leaders, tpeahwf its children's breakfast program, and thesrgence of a
sympathetic white constituency, placed a high fisiavn actions to...discredit them through unfadeapublicity,” notes
Donner. In other words, they posed the threat gb@d example or of an alternative community in viahiommon people
demonstrate clearly that they are capable of govgithemselves. Similarly Fred Hampton was targetsd then murdered
by the FBI because he was a “highly effective lealdis charisma enabled him partially to overcohe Bureau's divisive
efforts....He had instituted a number of successfumhmunity welfare, medical, and educational progahe was slated
for national leadership.” Or sample the remarks enaldout Martin Luther King, Jr. by William Sullivahead of the FBI's
Domestic Intelligence Division:

Martin Luther King must, at some propitious poimtie future, be revealed to the people...as waaictually is - a fraud, demagogue,
and scoundrel. When the true facts concerningdtisities are presented, such should be enoudtaritiled properly, to take him off his
pedestal and reduce him completely in influence.elvthis is done, and it can and will be done, olslip much confusion will
reign...The Negroes will be left without a natiotedder of sufficiently compelling personality tiear them in the proper direction. This
is what could happen, but need not happen if et tind of national Negro leader could at thisdiime gradually developed so as to
overshadow Dr. King and be in the position to assuhe role of leadership of the Negro people whamgkhas been completely
discredited?

Sullivan had Samuel Pierce in mind, currently Re&g&ecretary of Housing and Urban Development wae been
accused of racism by other blacks in the governmiems clear the government did not want blackglémonstrate the
capacity of self-government, or the converse, tposg the pervasiveness and hideousness of whitersapy. More
importantly, the government did not want the liatttve live in a free country to be revealed. InBd Eommunication dated
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March 4, 1968, J. Edgar Hoover stated, in referénds#ack nationalism and black leaders, that tieeeneed to “pinpoint
potential troublemakers and neutralize them.” Tames of black leaders discussed in this particedammunication have
been deleted, but as Perkus notes, the names obMeK and Martin Luther King, Jr. “fit perfectiyithe spaces censored
by the bureau.” The communication issued one mdmtfore the King assassination “raises questionsitatiee FBI
complicity in the murders” of both black leadettsalso raises questions of our identity as U.Szemiis and our unreflective
acceptance of a way of life and a set of ideas lwhie celebrated for their encouragement of freeessior?

The BPP was just one of 1,100 groups spied on byl in 1975. The FBI's effort to create intermadlent disruption
within the BPP also was not an isolated effort.vigsstn 1956 and 1971 there were 2,340 COINTELPROatipes. One-
third of them were intended to either disrupt thedtioning of a particular group or promote corflietween groups. And
it has not been just the labor or civil rights mmeants that have been considered dangerous. J. Hogaer, in the early
1970s, identified a new target, the “WLM.” Wrote ¢ler, it is “absolutely essential that we conduaffisient
investigations to clearly establish the subversmmifications of the WLM and to determine the paignfor violence
presented by the various groups connected withr thevement as well as any possible threat they rapyesent to the
internal security of the United States.” The WLMsathe women's liberation moveméht.

The women's liberation movement and other politicalements pose a threat to the legitimacy of thesGtution.
Women, after were not thought of as “people” byFn@mers, nor were people of color, nor were wagerers, or anyone
for that matter who did not demonstrate their wdxythaving accumulated specified amounts of prgp&nen though the
concept of “the people” has been broadened sin8@ &fid the franchise extended, the essential f=atfrthe Constitution
(centralized power at the national level, a systéichecks and balances which strengthens privatepa system of
separation of power which prevents simple majatitg, a Bill of Rights which protects property aindividuals in their
pursuit of property but which fails to guaranteetipgation) still cohere in a way that continuessixpress in 1987 terms
one fundamental purpose of the Constitution of IwBith was to effect a “national political systemwhich commercial
and financial interests were assured that new atehpally unpopular rules and practices would mihedess be enforced
reliably and consistently..3*Moreaver, since the Constitution several stepemeen taken to further insulate political and
economic policymaking processes from public pressiccording to Kenneth M. Dolbeare and Linda Mdilédexander
Hamilton “placed the reins of power as far from pfes@ple as he could” through the creation of attediy guided financial
and development system that would be as hard tdifges it would be to reach and change” and barisferring as much
policymaking as possible into the far less visie apparently neutral and mechanical hands ot<and lawyers.”
Dolbeare and Medcalf identify several other stehsas the passage of the Federal Reserve Act whifted monetary
policy out of the public arena into the hands d¥ae bankers that serve to update the Framergjrddeustrate popular
movements, and protect private power. And onces ‘$lystem was consolidated in World War |, partitgracould actually
be encouraged because there was little chancpdpatar majorities could do much damage.” “cengrgllided financial
and development system that would be as hard tdifges it would be to reach and change” and barisferring as much
policymaking as possible into the far less visinhel apparently neutral and mechanical hands otsauad lawyers.”
Dolbeare and Medcalf identify several other sterhsas the passage of the Federal Reserve Act whifted monetary
policy out of the public arena into the hands d¥ae bankers that serve to update the Framergjrddeustrate popular
movements, and protect private power. And onces ‘$lystem was consolidated in World War |, partitgracould actually
be encouraged because there was little chancedpatar majorities could do much damade.”

We may read “We the People” convinced that the Eramvere truly democrats, but our political indtdas are locked
within an eighteenth-century celebration of empifiee most important of our public policies are faskd by private elites
and have their origin in impenetrable boardroomd mnplaces which lie deep within the bowels of umé and distant
bureaucracy. Therefore, ideas or systems of thougtith “steer Negroes in a proper direction” (amtlermine the
privilege of “better” people) or which suggest thairkers should control their work lives (and undare the privilege of
“better” people) or which confront the many formf patriarchy (and undermine the privilege of “bettpeople) do,

indeed, threaten the security and power of prigiteglites who define our needs for us. Of coursgh Sdeas are
subversive. J. Edgar Hoover made the point in 1988bversive alien theories and “isms' are not anfirastic contrast to
American ways of thinking, feeling and acting, Ity stand for a complete overthrow of establisidegs of American
life and philosophy of government to which Amerisaledicated **

Elites cannot combat citizenship openly any longée “We the People” lie has become too big. Thivs,FBI and other
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governmental agencies slip quietly and covertly yafvam their jurisdiction, in this case crime fighg, into intelligence

gathering and thought control operations, repletth wlirty tricks, violence, and assassinatfdrin other words, the
Constitutional imperative that a few “better” pesplule in the interest of economic development yodequires the
establishment of covert military operations to ¢h#ee threat of democracy. The FBI began domesiigesllance during

the 1930s when the leftist orientation of many taboions alarmed J. Edgar Hoover and President é&edts By 1953,

13.5 million persons (or one out of every five wen®) were required to pass loyalty/security tebtglay, the new FBI

building in Washington devotes 35,000 linear feetidbmestic intelligence files. The rest of the EBVork takes up 23,000
linear feet. Crime fighting, in the case of the Bk could argue, is a front for political sunailte and repression.

It is ironic but understandable that because wesapmposed to be a government of the people, muelwtrk of our
government's “secret police” is concerned with mgksure that the people do, in fact, support whatgovernment is
doing. The early FBI “countersubversive” campaigming the post-World War | era was part of a “palielations” or
“educational” effort (which involved working withhé press to distribute false information about swkives) to
simultaneously rally support for countersubversiperations. The strategy of using thought controémged out of the
government's propaganda campaign during World Wém the 1920s, Edward Bernays, who served on themment
propaganda commission during World War | wrote,éTdonscious and intelligent manipulation of theaniged habits and
opinions of the masses is an important elemenematratic society.” During the same period, Waltggpmann devised
the term “manufacture of consent” which he alsdechhn essential “art” in “the practice of demogr&€ Donner states
that it was no accident that the congressionalauiiversive committees following World War | “unifoly singled out
‘propaganda’ as their target...The spoken andenntord...became a prime intelligence target..du€ational” institutions
themselves have become centers of indoctrinatiommF.952 to 1966, the CIA spent $3,300,000 on thédNal Student
Association in an attempt to favorably influence #tudent community toward CIA policies. The ClAnitored faculty
members under consideration for grants and redryefessors, administrators, and other coveresllithin the
university community for purposes of political cait The CIA also funneled $12,442,925 to laborsibass, church, and
cultural groups. One million dollars was directiyen over to “intellectuals, writers, and artistB&tween 1949 and 1972,
the CIA spent $25,000,000 on mind-control and breéishing experiments. The CIA has recruited joustsl including
correspondents for the New York Times, “CBS Newlihe magazine, and other organizations, in ordeplamt stories
(many of which are false) and popularize policiésol might otherwise enjoy little public appro¥alJohn Stockwell, who
worked for the CIA thirteen years, was Chief of tAegolan Task Force in 1975-1976. In that positimm was a
subcommittee member of the National Security Cduseiwell as manager of CIA covert operations irgéla. He has
stated that one-third of his staff of over 140 parel consisted of professional propagandists veldofdilse stories about
Cuban and Soviet aggression to the press, the Bigartment spokesperson, and Ambassador to thiedJhations
(Daniel Patrick Moynihan, now U.S. Senator from Néavk). Stockwell, referring to information revedldy the Church
Committee investigations of the CIA, noted that tG#A had co-opted several hundred journalists|uding some of the
biggest names in the business, to pump its propigatories into our media, to teach us to hatel Kidstro and Ho Chi
Minh and the Chinese and whomever...Leslie Gelb,bavyweight with the New York Times, was expo&edhaving
been working covertly with the CIA in 1978 to reitfjournalists in Europe to print stories that wibareate sympathy for
the neutron bomb...Freedom of the press doesn' tiied the New York Times is required to print theth, it means that
they have the freedom to print lies if they want¥o

That the entire political structure of the Unite@t8s, including the Bill of Rights, is located kit a swamp of contempt
by elites for the general public is amply reveddgdhe MK Ultra Program. This was not a programahkhiargeted specific
political constituencies but one which dealt witle tdevelopment of general social control technigureks one which used
the general public, again and again, as guinea p@sexample, during a twenty year period, the GtArking through 200
medical schools and mental hospitals including enatsHarvard and Georgetown universities, experietewith disease
and drugs on citizens without their knowledge. “FHéhe CIA] dragged a barge through San Franciseg,Bstated
Stockwell, again basing his claims on congressidestimony, “leaking a virus to measure this teghaifor crippling a
city. They launched a whooping cough epidemic roag Island suburb to see what it would do to themunity if all the
kids had whooping cough. Tough shit about the twthiee with weak constitutions who might die ie fbrocess..®®

The secret police operations under the Reagan &traiton have moved us a step closer to the aatyakbmentation of

government run by the military. On April 6, 1984reBident Reagan issued National Security Decisigeciive #52
authorizing Federal Emergency Management AgencyM@Eto initiate a secret, nationwide, “readines&meise” called
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REX 84. This exercise would test the readinesspifia to enlist the personnel of the Departmerefense, all fifty state
National Guard units, and many state-based “Stafieri3e Force” units (which were to be created atbithest of FEMA
by state legislatures) in the event that Presid@dgan chose to declare a “State of Domestic NatiEmergency”

following a nuclear war, violent dissent or, mosblgably, national opposition to a military invasiabroad. The exercise
also included a plan to take into custody some Q@D undocumented Central American refugees thrautgtie United

States and to intern them in ten detention centdrsady prepared or under construction. Louis fGadh, while at the

Army War College in Pennsylvania in 1970, had werite paper advocating martial law in the eventisistance by black
militants escalate nationally. The 1970 scenarso @hcluded the roundup and transfer to “asseméfyers or relocations
camps” of at least 21 million “American Negroes.itdztive #52, of course, is the 1970 plan modifiegrovide current

readiness for martial law. An alarmed and activieenry always poses the threat to democracy andrityarule *°

The Tendency of “Better People”

As we have seen, concepts such as “better” peoplenore virtuous,” or “more established” peopledasther judgments
of superiority were concepts shared by the Franirs. design of the Constitution and its attendagtits expresses the
notion that only the “better” few are fit to govettremselves and the rest of the people are fiattigipate in meaningful
political decisions, primarily, in indirect and efully checked ways. The responsible citizen ob&p& democratic citizen
is subversive.

The concept of “better” people, of course, did Imegin with the United States. It is a concept whichecessary whenever
a society, such as ours, accepts massive ineqaalityormal. The term “better” people is not usathyoin just the same
way it was when George Washington was the richest im America. Today we come up with differentemid of “better” -
IQ test scores, education levels, credentials, eemzy and merit tests, various measures of dfiigieproductivity, and
accumulation, and so on. It follows, obviously, ttehen there are “better” people (and rememberefgnt own 35
percent of the nation's wealth), there are less thatter” people. That is why our own politicalstory has consisted of
repeated and explicit attempts to “purify” the ébeate. To mention one example, by the 1920s, wherFBI was being
created, many dissidents were called reds (redearébetter” people) and reds in turn were “atexdtlas godless, bestial,
dirty, and depraved...” Attorney General Palmerl 20, referred to his program of illegal mass degion as the removal
of “alien filth.” J. Edgar Hoover referred to radls as “termites®™ As Governor of California, Ronald Reagan called
political activists “mad dogs.” We find that citize with critical ideas are easily described in terthat cast them as
enemies of the “freedom” and “democracy” and mdiertelimination seem natural and desirable. Thastitution, while
at one level is designed to protect the citizenrmfrarbitrary authority, embodies within it valuessamptions, and
procedures which insure that the government wilheodown ruthlessly upon those who wish to challengpat the
Framers understood as “self-evident” truths. Donmmereference to the FBI operations directed agjaliacks, suggests
that they “plunge us into a den of horror, a natiiinal Solution, justified as violence preventiand bureaucratically
programmed in a stunning gloss on Hannah Arerloiisality of evil.”

In spite of the bicentennial celebrations of oulitmal freedom, it appears that we are a natiormghcitizens who disturb,
upset, disrupt, and challenge the Framers' defimitif freedom and democracy are people whose ersstss ultimately
regarded as an insufferable provocation.
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Chapter 5 The Constitution and Secret Government

Early in 1934, Irene Du Pont and William S. Knud9g&eneral Motors president] reached their explosipnint over President
Roosevelt. Along with friends of the Morgan Bank &@eneral Motors, certain Du Pont backers finangedoup dé,tat that would
overthrow the President with the aid of a $3 millifunded army of terrorists, modeled on the fastisvement in Paris known as the
Croix de Feu...[Roosevelt] knew that in view of theecking from high banking sources, this matterld¢dmot be dismissed as some
crackpot enterprise...On the other hand, Roosealstt knew that if he were to arrest the leaderthefhouses of Morgan and Du Pont, it
would create an unthinkable national crisis...Namt the first or last time in his career, he was agvéhat there were powers greater than
he in the United States.
Charles Higham'

The bicentennial year was more than a celebratfothed Constitution. It was a year of political @sisn which several
congressional investigations and a widely follovied suit filed by the Christic Institute exposedatimany have called a
“secret team? It is through this secret team, we have learrteat, the federal government continues to assasgietiteal
opponents despite declarations and statutes todhiary, collaborates with transnational crimipajanizations in drug
dealing for the purpose of covert financing, anstegatically promulgates disinformation about ibditiral opponents and
its own policies. The general response to the dirty work of the $eesm (which we shall detail below), from mainatre
and progressive leaders alike, has been that themds are a direct violation of the Constitutidbnly Congress has the
power to declare war (Article | Section 8) we apagtantly reminded. The message is clear: thissali®es not mean that it
is time to depart from or transform our politicabeaomic structure; it means that it is time to lggtk to the Constitution.

In light of the secret team revelations, how doee explain the rush to defend the Constitution fw part of many
progressives? Perhaps it is this: it stems fromdimgre to protect the liberal ideal which the Feasnused to cloak their
defense of private power and their quest for pewamnpire by separating it from the structures ofgte power and the
reality of private empire. It emerges, ultimatdlygm a desire to protect the myth of innocence:ame a self-governed
nation of the people, where individual freedom xseaded to all, where no one is above the law, whdre the right to

dissent is guaranteed by the Bill of Rights. Bubider to preserve the innocence of the liberadlidee must ignore the
fact that the Constitution is more than a designdolitical system; we must ignore that it is esidn for a political

economic system. As has been shown, the politicsiesn which the Constitution created was intenaesupport private
power (“freedom”) in a private economy (“free” erggse) and that today its purpose is to suppadt @notect a capitalist
empire, indeed, the largest empire on earth. Teiewiof the Framers has been realized, and ther.sbinat is the crux of
the problem.

The Constitution is not a neutral instrument, ifsactive element within a political economic stane organized around
private power within a private economy. For examfdéowing Harry Magdoff, we can identify threestinct stages in the
drive to empire and in each the state has playgddal role: during the late eighteenth and eaiheteenth centuries, the
state was used to help private elites market fombraw materials to the rest of the world, assistitnportation of capital,
and protect maritime commercial interests. By #te hineteenth century, the state was helping # somaber of industrial
and financial giants compete internationally in éxport of manufactured goods and capital. Follgwivorld War 11, the
function of the state was to protect and supporatwiad become the major, dominant capitalist ecgnahe largest
manufacturer, foreign investor, trader, the worltbsiker, and the dollar which in turn had becone kby international
currency’

Furthermore, the expansion of our private econoray ire viewed as the expansion of power, the imiposif the will
and needs of those who own concentrated wealth tipolives of those people who do not own landaatdries and who
live dependent lives (what Rosa Luxemburg has @dliapital's blustering violence”). Therefore, tge of military force
by the state in the service of private power hanbee constant feature of the expansion of our eognéccording to a
1969 study, the United States has been engagedrlik@vactivity during three-fourths of its histofiyn 1,782 out of 2,340
months)t To put this dynamic in a constitutional contextrsigent acts of war have been sponsored by therdkd
government because in order to validate the stafet, dorotect private property, provide military awiplomatic
representation abroad, suppress insurrections arttiedother things that the Constitution requites dtate to do to help
property owners control productive activity and keds on a global scale, the state repeatedly hhsohake the side of the
few who seek control against the many who resisknitthis defense of “freedom,” the probability state sponsored
violence and terror is always high.
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Here we come to the heart of the problem of segogernment. The United States is nearly always at lvecause the
United States is nearly always using violence fopsut the few who are rich against the many whopar@r. It is the few
who are rich (those who own vast amounts of waaitiducing property), then, who have real powerunsociety because
it is their private interests (the “national intet® that need to be served if economic expanssoto itake place. Working
through their own private organizations such asGbancil on Foreign Relations, the Trilateral Corssion, the Ford and
Rockefeller Foundations, the Committee for EconoBévelopment, and such “think tanks” as the Ameri€aterprise

Institute, these elites become an unaccountablergimmg force that can become a secret governmesmdf when they
acquire positions within the government which ematflem to link military and intelligence capabilityith specific

corporate needs. Fletcher Prouty, a former offigihin the Defense Intelligence Agency, describesse who run the
secret government this way: they are “security+eldandividuals in and out of government who reeesecret intelligence
data gathered by the CIA and the National Secu#ggncy...” whose power derives from the “vast ifjrvernmental
undercover infrastructure and its direct relatiopshith great private industries, mutual funds dandestment houses,
universities, and the news media, including foredgrd domestic publishing houses.” During the postiiVWar |l era,

states Prouty, “more and more control over militang diplomatic operations at home and abroad” agssimed by elites
“whose activities are secret, whose budget is sewt®se very identities as often as not are sedéfet

The fundamental issue which underlies secret gowent (and the secret teams which they field toycaut “special”
covert operations) is injustice. The American peaplust not know that their government acts violeatid unjustly on a
regular basis. But there is an additional twiste Tifjustice in question is purposeful. It is a teatof economic expansion,
privilege, and private empire. It is in the intdre$ private elites. All of this is quite consistenith the values of the
Framers, the way they understood and explainecualig and the purposes to which the Constituti@s committed. To
be sure, the Framers had no way of knowing the mime of the political problem that would confrdheir descendants
following 1945 when the empire was fully realizddhey had no way of knowing that the checks andraa outlined
within the Constitution might not be sufficient pootect private power against the rapid upward kefgbolitical activism
following World War 1l and on into the 1960s and708. They had no way of knowing that the suppressfansurrections,
shifted to a global scale, would take the form @lbent anti-communism, Nazi collaboration, andtestaponsored
terrorism. This set of sins was not especially meicked than the acts of human enslavement andoigmaommitted by
the Framers. But against the standards of decdmlyhad emerged by the mid-twentieth century, thustéring and
impersonal violence of capitalist expansion coutt be legitimated as easily. Instead, new methddmsulating the
policy-making of private elites from interested oritjes had to be invented. Thus, the real issdayds not whether the
dirty work of the secret team violates the Constity it is whether the work of the Framers is mignt to protect corporate
power from the people in the wake of yet anotheisi® of democracy,” whether called feminism, Bla&wer, student
protest, environmentalism, peace, the New Ageraplsi the “Vietnam syndrome.

The Power of the President and the Role of Congress

Much has been written about the increasing powegh®fresidency vis-a...a-vis Congress since World W& his is not
quite right. What should be said is that the powkthe Executive branch vis-a...4-vis Congress haseased. The
distinction is an important one because it suggémstswhat is increasing is not necessarily the groof the president as
much as are the various agencies (primarily myli@nd intelligence) within the Executive branchwtbich private elites
have ready access and insulation from popular presften expressed through Congress). In othemrdsyoas the
government has been drawn into the economy, privateer has been protected from direct public ietenfice from the
Congress and from the president, if need be, thrahg construction of layers of bureaucratic insofa within the
Executive branch. Pundits have looked at the Irant@ affair and have cried foul play: a privatesign policy has been
conducted behind the back of Congress (and postiblpresident). What they should have said isttteatlependent status
of public officials generally with regard to prieapower and the specific distrust of Congress thing new. From the
point view of the Framers, it is the correct relathip between public and private power.

Article 1l states that Executive power is investada president. That power is not defined but Jbbeoke in his Second
Treatise on Government argued that in the conduittreign affairs, the executive does not simplgexte laws passed by
the legislature, rather the executive exercisediallwseparate function, particularly with regacdthe “power of war and
peace.” Thomas Jefferson similarly stated thateffpn affairs are executive altogether.” In one anse, Jefferson, by
executive order and without consulting Congressirned to France certain “prizes” taken at sea meAcan warships.
Discussing this action in a letter to Madison, gdefbn stated that “the executive, charged witheaterior relations, seems
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bound, is satisfied of the fact, to do right to fheeign nations, and take on itself the risque][sf justification.”®

Does this mean that something like the Iran-Coaffair could have happened with someone like Jeffieras president?
The answer is yes, because it did. In 1803, théedrtates found itself at the mercy of fundamésitduslims who were

holding U.S. citizens hostage. In addition, theyravasking and getting ransom from the U.S. govemmefferson's
response was a covert plan to secretly overthrevgtivernment (a state in the region near presgntitdga) and replace it
with one which would be more congenial to U.S.riests. On December 10, 1803, Jefferson held atseereting in the

White House with with Captain William Eaton. Thepmked out a plan in which Eaton would be given $80,from the

State Department and 1,000 rifles. Eaton was tledactied from the State Department and loaned tdlawy where he

was given the title “Agent for the United Stategdilin the Mediterranean,” a post never heard @drbe Covertly and

behind the back of Congress, Eaton eventually eas ® Egypt with eleven Marines where he organizedercenary
army and achieved some military success but walsleta destabilize the government in question.

The essential differences between the “secret tedrt803 and the secret team of 1987 have less witth violations of
constitutional principles than with the way thosengiples must be expressed, given the very differstages (from
fledgling nation to declining empire) of economivelopment.

And what has been the role of Congress with regm@ibvert action? As we noted earlier, Veron L.ridgton has stated
that the Constitution represented the first writsafeguard against tyranny, “but it was aimed at éhcroachments of
agrarian majorities rather than at Tory minoriti#d& honest appeal to the people was the last tiegjred by the
Federalists...” Allen Smith similarly adds that]t[lvas the almost unanimous sentiment of the Cotimerthat the less the
people had to do with the government the bettditie Framers would have been pleased, then, if lagywatched the
congressional investigation of the Iran-Contraiattais summer. Congress limited the scope of thestigation, provided
a platform for anti-communist ideologues, coverpdhe most controversial acts such as drug-runrmingd,effectively kept
the public misinformed® This is what Madison meant when he said that thgse of a representative system was “to
refine and enlarge the public views by passing thimough the medium of a chosen body of citizerspse wisdom may
best discern the true interest of their countnyd.& pronounced by the people themselves...” Thed@itution states that
only Congress shall declare war. But notice it dogtssay which branch of government can or canrakemwar nor does it
say that acts of war must be declared. Congrestefining the true interest of the country, hamsiteto declare war only
four times despite nearly 1,800 months of fightargd nearly 200 known instances of United Statesdrmterventions
abroad In addition to formal declarations, however, numusr congressional acts have been intended tonteggtiacts of
war. The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution which permittée prosecution of the Vietham war is one. The atgukfunding of the
Contras is another. But the task of covering upitedls blustering violence” since the empire gdimerld dominance has
become considerably more difficult than it was dgrithe early nineteenth century when Congress coanithout
widespread public protest, open the West to econgmnetration and the Native Americans to genotigepassing
legislation which called for measures that wouladidative Americans to “agriculture, to manufacsyr@nd civilization.”
After more than a century and a half of varied abriovements, Congress in 1947 felt compelled ¢ater a new level of
government that better insulated private elitesnfitie public pressures of policy making. The NaloBecurity Act of
1947, which gave birth to the Central Intelligeggency (CIA) and the National Security Council (NS&nong other
agencies and departments, enabled corporate wlitasre directly and more secretly control war magkpolicies essential
for global economic expansion and stability. It vilas stronger centralization, the more severe fsehecks and balances
against public power that many of the more conseranembers of the Constitutional Convention sastHamilton had
argued for in 1787. Moreover, the act created a kied of transnational army within the CIA suitalftar suppressing
insurrections and overthrowing governments (“suttfeofunctions and duties”) on a global scale psthe Framers had
created a national army in 1787 to suppress instiores on a state or regional scale.

Funding measures have also kept pace with the Fsaomiginal intentions. Although the Constitutistates that “All bills
for raising revenue shall originate in the Housé&epresentatives” (Article | Section 7) in the net&t of ensuring “perfect
secrecy,” the Framers provided George Washingtah wi secret slush fund (see Chapter 6). Thus cdirehcing
originated with the Framers. As the government imecenore deeply involved in economic matters (eatibtn the Framers
could not foresee), the overriding need to insukate economic decisions from public pressures fibk€engress to pass on

*This information was reported by National Publiad®’'s “All Things Considered” on July 7, 1987. Thiece was entitled “Barbary
Coast Wars.”
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revenue decision-making to the executive and beybotlowing the “Red Scare” in 1921, the Bureauls Budget was
created which permitted the coordination of departtal funding requests. The Bureau was moved t&xeeutive Office
of the President in 1939 and later became the ©ffdManagement and Budget, enabling private editesthe president to
originate revenue bills and use the budget to obetxecutive bureaucracies. Moreover, the NSC lsadigietary guidelines
for the Defense Department and in 1949 Congrese gavmission to the CIA to “transfer to and recefn@m other
government agencies such sums as may be approvibe [ffice of Management and Budget, for the pennce of any
functions or activities authorized...and any othevernment agency is authorized to transfer oriveckom the agency
such sums without regard to any provisions of lamiting or prohibiting transfers between appropadas.” In other words,
much of the actual U.S. war making agencies areablite law because Congress has so stipulatecedntiee CIA's real
charter, its “secret charter,” was not shown to @essional “oversight” committees until July 19TBe public has no way
of knowing if the CIA is exceeding its mandate hesathere is no way of knowing what the mandaté/es see here that
Madison's insight that “the danger of disturbing public tranquility by interesting too stronglyetpublic passions is a still
more serious objection against a frequent referehcenstitutional questions to the decisions efwhole society,” is one
that is shared by elites today. Taking added ptémaupresidents have “regularly enlarged the fiomg of the CIA by
executive fiat...And sometimes...have acted withimforming...[the] normally indulgent congressionalatchdogs.' ”
Periodically members of Congress complain that taeynot really involved in the secret governmenthie way that they
should be. But most congressional watchdogs shareiew of Senator Leverett Saltonstall who in 18681, “It is not a
guestion of reluctance on the part of CIA officitdsspeak to us. Instead it is a question of oluctance, if you will, to
seek information and knowledge on subjects whigbrsonally, as a Member of Congress and as armitizeuld rather not
have.”? Statements such as these capture well our cakeoted to deny what we have become. But whatthsatt our
government does that citizens, because they areébersrof that government, would prefer not to know?

The Secret Government and the Rise of Nazi Germany

| have suggested that the military defeat in 178 Daniel Shays and others who resisted the advaseeonf market
relations expressed counter-revolutionary tendsnsécause it marked a return to the imperial vahigSreat Britain. As
market relations became fully capitalist and spréadh Europe and the United States into other paftshe world,

resistance was organized by those who, similahéoparticipants of Shays Rebellion, sought eitbeddfend or create
space for an alternative way of life. And like fheamers of 1787, U.S. government leaders togetharpsivate elites have
often felt compelled to organize counter-revolusiopnarmies to protect property and market relatmmshat they prefer to
call “freedom.” The first counter-revolutionaries ‘freedom fighters” were the Framers themselvegmthey put down
Shays Rebellion. The next organized effort to erfi®edom Fighters to put down a revolution wasesponse to the
overthrow of the Russian czar by the Bolsheviksrafforld War |.

International bankers and lawyers in the Northeakirmed by the Bolsheviks but determined to pmsswith the
expansion of foreign investments and operationsbéshed the American branch of the Round Tableu@s, a set of
“semi-covert policy and action groups” formed a tarn of the century by English aristocrats andkieas who sought to
create a federation among the English speakingleeab the world. The American group, centered @wiNvork and led by
the Rockefeller-Morgan financial establishment, ke come to be known as the Council on Foreiglations (CFR)
which was then committed to bringing the governnaant “all existing international agencies...intmstuctive accord.” A
second response was to assist the displaced aanmdesupporters of the czar, or White Russians, wdre poised to restore
the czar, his court, and his industrialists to pow®urteen nations, including the United Statdacqu troops inside the
borders of the Soviet Union. And still other respesmiwere combinations of the two. But significamtus is the mixture of
private interest and public policy particularly itegard to the use of the government for courgeolutionary measures.
With this in mind, let us outline the linkage ofy@ate and public power, in the immediate post-war, ef Herbert Hoover.

Hoover, a former mining engineer employed by Bnit®ncerns, had become a successful entreprenBussian oil wells
and mines. He had major investments in eleven Russil companies. By 1912, together with Britislvastor Leslie
Urquhart, Hoover had formed the Russo-Asiatic Cafon which was worth (in 1912 dollars) $1 billiocAfter the
Russian revolution, Hoover's property was seized arclaim was filed with the British government Bysso-Asiatic
Consolidated, a new cartel which Hoover and hisngas had formed to protect their Russian interégts$282 billion for
damage to properties and loss of probable annuditgpr Hoover, however, was also director of the ekivan Relief
Administration for the United States governmentdAnwas in this capacity that he was able to ausal frelief to covertly
support the White Russian arfiy.
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The interest of the government of the United States, by 1917, part of the interests of a Nortlaatic class of capitalists.
The armistice of 1918 (the Treaty of Versaillesiween Germany and the allied powers contained ticlar12, for
example, a clause stipulating that German troopsldhremain, with the consent of the allies, in Wvar Russian territory
they then occupied. It was understood that thesse$owould be used against the Bolsheviks. ThesBridirected the
remnants of the German army against the Red Armdgiu@eneral Rudiger Vondergoltz and later undectagist, General
Nicolas Yudenitch. In each instance, Hoover pldoad supplies, which were intended for the reliestarving Europeans,
under the direction of these generals who wereqading with wholesale executions and campaigneoéial terror. The
money for the food relief had been in part appmted by Congress and some of it had been privdtahated. The point
should not be lost, however, that Hoover was uaim@xecutive branch of the government, coverthgdwance his private
interests and the counter-revolutionary intere$thi® class. But he was not alone. In February @21 the New York
Globe editorialized, “Bureaucrats centered throwghthe Department of Justice, the Department oteStand the
Department of Commerce...are carrying on a privede with the Bolshevist government...” There wasl822, in other
words, just as there had been earlier, a secre&rgment.

The penetration of the Soviet Union by the alliegymorted czarist Freedom Fighters was turned higickeover, to the
horror of Western elites, enthusiasm among peasautsvorkers for various anti-capitalist ideologégsead throughout the
West including the United States. It was in thisiteat that many Western elites believed that thalwvation lay in the
rearmament of Germany. In other words, a rearmath&ey, together with royalist White Russians, woetshstitute the
ultimate counter-revolutionary force both withinrBpe and against the Soviet Union.

The first obstacle to overcome in the re-industtéion and rearmament of Germany was the Treatyeofailles itself.

The allies had imposed exorbitant reparations paysnen Germany. Therefore, prominent U.S. banksush as J.P.
Morgan, Charles G. Dawes, and Owen D. Young, with gupport of the U.S. government came up with plems, the

Dawes and Young Plans, which would help Germanyh\iti$ reparations payment problem through very gmre

international loans. The loans helped strengthemm@ey's three largest firms (which had significahiS. capital

participation), 1G Farben, United Steel, and Gerr@aneral Electric (30 percent of which was ownedWh8. General

Electric) by enabling them to out-produce their petition and develop new product lines. It shouddplinted out that IG
Farben, a huge chemical and pharmaceutical congédenéhat enjoyed close ties to Standard Oil (nowo) even after

Pearl Harbor, was, perhaps, the single most impbfian in Nazi Germany. In addition it producecethas for the Final
Solution and built a synthetic fuel and rubber planAuschwitz, which it had created, in order teate an inexhaustible
supply of slave labor.

Two Americans who played a central role in suceessecret governments were John Foster Dulles @snlordither Allen.

John Foster Dulles, as special counsel to the Da®aamittee, had drawn up the Dawes Plan and wowudhtaally

become Secretary of State under Eisenhower. Allgfe® would become Eisenhower's CIA Director. Bbtliles brothers
were partners in Sullivan and Cromwell which haddlee legal affairs of American I1G (the U.S. sukmig of IG Farben).
The Dulles brothers were also deeply involved muanber of U.S. and German firms and banks or thddsidiaries that
contributed to the Nazi build-up and in U.S. firmkich later traded with the enemy during World Wg(such firms as the
Chase Bank, Ford, ITT, General Aniline and Filng &tandard Oil§?

Numerous other U.S. corporations also were deeplglved in the German military build-up. Hitler'wd largest tank
producers were Adam-Opel and Ford of Cologne, wholivned subsidiaries of General Motors and the Rdator
Company. The Curtis-Wright Aviation Corporation fredl the German Air Force develop secret dive bogbgchniques
and they supplied the German air force criticaltpavhich were desperately needed by U.S. aircfidfe research of
Charles Higham is the most exhaustive in this dPeahaps a brief excerpt from his work will helpexdgrasp the depth of
the U.S. corporate-Nazi collaboration. In notingtthis research was made more difficult because“gbgernment
smothered everything, during and even (inexcusaiftgy the war,” he speculates as to the reasogs wh

What would have happened if millions of Americand British people, struggling with coupons aimgd at the gas
stations, had learned that in 1942 Standard OiNeWw Jersey [part of the Rockefeller empire] mansgsripped the
enemy's fuel through neutral Switzerland and thatenemy was shipping Allied fuel? Suppose theipuiald discovered
that the Chase Bank in Nazi-occupied Paris aftar|R¢arbor was doing millions of dollars' worth lbfisiness with the
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enemy with the full knowledge of the head officeManhattan [the Rockefeller family among others}i@t Ford® trucks
were being built for the German occupation troop&riance with authorization from Dearborn, Michiga®dr that Colonel
Sosthenes Behn, the head of the international Amerielephone conglomerate ITT, flew from New YeokMadrid to
Berne during the war to help improve Hitler's conmications systems and improve the robot bombs deatstated
London? Or that ITT built the FockeWulfs that dredpbombs on British and American troops? Or thatiat ball
bearings were shipped to Nazi-associated customeratin America with the collusion of the vice-dlraan of the U.S.
War Production Board in partnership with Goerirggsisin in Philadelphia when American forces wergpéeately short of
them? Or that such arrangements were known abaMaghington and either sanctioned or deliberatgipied?

The U.S.-Nazi collaboration, we find, was not dlyia private matter. The tendency was for corpomites to use their
own organizations, private networks, and their fj@ss$ in the government to form a secret governmieaan Acheson, for
example, as Secretary of State and as former Sthr@ialawyer, together with the Treasury departimissued licenses
permitting Standard Oil and other corporationsréml¢ with enemy collaborators during the war. Highstates that while
President Franklin Roosevelt knew that these catpors were trading with the enemy, there waselitie could do.
“Roosevelt was blackmailed, “ states Higham. “Yaun't run a war without Chase Bank, or StandarcoONew Jersey, or
ITT."

The Secret Government Following World War I

No figure was more important within the secret gomgent during the immediate post-war era than Aledles. Before
the war was over, he argued that the German state¢chremain in existence to maintain order. He alged that it was
necessary to form a cordon sanitaire against beistneand Pan-Slavism by “enlarging Poland toward East and
maintaining Romania and a strong Hungary.” His sgdahout a post-war western capitalist alliance vegriée in accord
with what some Nazi generals, also hopeful of a-p@s western capitalist alliance, were beginniagcéll “the Fourth
Reich."®

Hitler's infamous SS (Schutztaffel, or defense dgpafficers, who were directly involved in the &irSolution, were
recruited from the conservative German monarclist® sought to unite the best of the German ratiaracteristics of
the past with a Pax Europa in the futdteyhose commercial interests extended well beyoedGberman borders. They
were part of the older, more aristocratic or Praussioyalist community of world money. They were matrticularly
enchanted with the “upstart, working-class Hitlagther their allegiance inclined more toward theetnory of SS leader
Heinrich Himmler's idol, King Henry | of Saxony, é&io the Stein bank of Cologne, which financed Hiena inner circle
under the aegis of the international banker Kurt 8ehroeder,” a close associate of the Dulles bretiWithin the SS was
the SD (Sicherheitsdienst, or intelligence servigkdse first and foremost task was to repel comstunfiltration. When it
became apparent that all was lost, several offiaéitsin the SD plotted to displace Hitler in favof Himmler. The goal
was to set up an international front against theieddJnion. The vision of a restored German arisiog tied into a
transatlantic hegemony of money and power vis-ghdsSoviets was called the Fourth Retth.

One of the conspirators who believed that communig® “a force of pure evil” was the head of SD, MfaSchellenberg.
Schellenberg was also a director of the U.S. fimternational Telephone and Telegraph. In 1943 gliehberg, through a
representative, entered into direct and secres talth Allen Dulles who in addition to working féne U.S. government in
Switzerland for the Office of Strategic Service ®86r intelligence forerunner of the CIA), was alegal adviser to and
director of a banking (Schroeder) subsidiary whidihectly financed the “hard-core SS inner circlédis private
negotiations had “no support whatever in the Whitause” according to Higham. In 1944 and early 192&lles had
entered into separate negotiations with Waffen 8e@al Karl Wolff who was high in the Himmler hiechy as leader of
the Military SS in Italy and Walter Rauff (desigraerd builder of the gas ovens at Auschwitz) whonid3uater employed
on anti-communist operations in Itdlyln addition to confessing that he was “sick anediof listening to stories
of...prejudiced Jews,” Dulles laid out his conceptiof a post-war Europe. It would be a “high-incommne” with
developed markets. Germany would be restored, withiitler. Perhaps there would be a political fedien. Jews would
not be returned to positions of power. “He madedheous assertion that the Americans were onlticaimg the war to
get rid of the Jews...” Dulles revealed (to a Gerragent) a variety of (top secret) military plamsl @sserted the need to
create a strong front against bolshevism. And hessed, in this and other meetings like it, thathbd the support of
Roosevelt, which was, according to Higham, totédilge. It is clear that private negotiations weomducted behind the
back of a misinformed Roosevelt. In negotiating sherender of northern Italy, Dulles permitted tdermans to dispatch
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three divisions form ltaly to the Eastern Fronattack Russia. It was, as the SS leader who negdtieith Dulles called it,
“part of the proposed police force of the Westeomwers against Russia.” Roosevelt had not beenduriahd received an
angry cable from Stalin in which Stalin stated thathad been tricked by the Alli&s.

The post-war policies of the Allies, or perhapshbuld be said elements within the Allied interoatilist corporate world,
did accommodate (consciously or otherwise) theésts of Fourth Reich visionaries in the followingys:

Politically - In Germany, Italy, Japan, as well ather countries that were in danger of being gosgrby popularly
supported socialist partisans that had fought #sei$ts (such as in Greece where the British wigteifig the partisans
before the war's end), the Allies insured thatdegsnown fascist bureaucratic leaders and goverhoféoials, mayors and
clerks were returned to power. The process of ratm was initiated with Fourth Reich-minded leadbefore the war
was over. In West Germany, for example, the newnCéllor was Konrad Adenauer who collaborated with Nazis as
Mayor of Cologne. His Secretary of State was Hatabk® who, as head of the Office of Jewish Affaireder Hitler,

drafted the lethal anti-Jewish laws which pavedvtiag for the Final Solution. And Reinhard Gehleiovhad been Hitler's
chief of intelligence on the Eastern Front (the iBbWnion), eventually became head of West Gernmaglligence after
having first worked with the U.S. government at Bentagon. Gehlen had also been part of the SDisbghque that had
opposed Hitler in hopes of reassembling a FouribRellowing the war?

Economically - Amid a degree of controversy andviolation of several agreements such as the Potsiigm@ement,
corporate elites insured that, given the post-wdtuénce of the Soviet Union and the internal thrpased by
leftist/partisan movements, German cartels woultl m® broken up and that concessions would be mad&erman
industrialists for the purposes of rapid developtmamd reconstruction. James S. Martin, who worladtlie Economic
Warfare Section of the Anti-Trust Division of the@artment of Justice and whose job it was to bhietnational dealings
of German cartels during the war and after thedvaing the supposed period of “de-nazificationdtst!:

We had not been stopped in Germany by Germaiméss...[but] by American business. The forcesstapped us had
operated from the United States but had not operiatehe open. We were not stopped by a law of @Gesgy by an
Executive Order of the President, or even by a ghaf policy approved by the President...in shotatever it was that
had stopped us was not “the government.' But @rlgldhad command of channels through which the gowent normally
operates. The relative powerlessness of governmiantee growing economic power is of course not .nemational
governments stood on the sidelines while biggeraipes arranged the world's affaifs.

Among the biggest private organizations that hashroand of government channels and the ability tgpséty was the
Council on Foreign Relations which consciouslymaftéed “to organize and control a global empirethia post-war world.
The Council, composed of corporate elites, lawyacsdemic and journalistic elites, such as Alledld3u set up study
groups which interlocked with at least five cabileatel departments and fourteen separate governagamicies, bureaus,
and offices. In a rationally ordered and impersdiaghion, the study groups divided up the world ibtocs and the
location, production, and trade of all importantronodities and manufactured goods were listed fahesea. They
concluded that the U.S. “national interest” reqdiitieee” access to markets and raw materials irBthiéish Empire, the Far
East, and the entire Western hemisphere. ThesentiGkeeas” were “strategically necessary for worddhttol,” as one elite
planner put it. The idea was a simple one, the @rim integration of sufficient global territory tasure that the United
States would be the “hegemonic power in a systemoofd order.”® In addition to definitions of our national intetesnd
purpose, this private organization initially conesl of and arranged government ratification of spokt-war economic
instruments as the International Monetary Fund (Ilslird the World Bank.

Militarily - The military collaboration between thdlies and the Fourth Reich Nazis was extensiveearly as December
1941 key top generals had become disillusioned Hitler's handling of the war and began to plan svaf/rebuilding the
German military after the anticipated German defeRerhaps the major figure in the post-war collatieeaefforts was
Hitler's chief of Soviet intelligence, Reinhard Gah As the Russians closed in on Berlin in Ap84%, Gehlen, with his
staff and crates of intelligence, fled to a hidebuthe Bavarian mountains. From there he workedeodeal with the
Americans where he would continue to supply ingeltice on the Soviet Union and its satellites to Wmited States
provided that he would be permitted to maintainaatonomous organization under his control. The deed made and
Gehlen, accompanied by Allen Dulles, Frank Wisredt athers, was brought to the United States threetims after VE
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(Victory in Europe) Day in the uniform of a fourastU.S. Army general. Gehlen's entire intelligelcganization was
grafted from the Third Reich onto the U.S. governtrend became the nucleus of the CIA. Gehlen'sniggton was later
sent back to West Germany and became West Germiaugtigence system and largely the intelligendeth®e North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) as well. It shid be pointed out that by April 1961, Adolph Hengsr, the last
Deputy Chief of the German General Staff (or nuntler military man in the Wehrmacht) had become @han of the
Permanent Military Committee of NATO, the highemtking U.S. military office in NATO.27

Gehlen was just one of 5,000 SS and Gestapo Ndms with the assistance of key U.S. governmentiaf like Dulles,

were able to find safe refuge outside of Germangnivlof the most sadistic killers such as Josepfddnwere protected
by the United States in their effort to escapeigastMany would develop links with neo-fascist etats in the military or
interior ministries of Latin American countries (peularly in Chile, Bolivia, Paraguay, Argentinand Peru) and
collaborate with the CIA in repressive operatioggiast the Left. And many found their way into tHeS. intelligence
system, including, for a time, Adolf Eichmann anthls Barbie. Peter Dale Scott concludes that ogache of the U.S.-
Nazi collaboration “is the system of Death Squanla wperative in Central America. Another has bdenitvolvement of
men like Barbie and their political clients in thighly organized Latin American drug traffié2”

Although Gehlen is not well known, he left an imiaoit legacy as well. For example, he initiatedittea of erecting an
anti-communist propaganda transmitter called R&dee Europe. The idea was implemented with thestasgie of Allen
Dulles and Frank Wisner and private contributiomsrf such groups as the CFR. More important forpaurposes was his
creation before the war was over of Nazi speciedds, called the Werewolves, which were intendedctoas a partisan
underground army inside Germany during the occuopaffheir battle cry was “better dead than rédi¥hat is interesting
is that Gehlen's expertise with regard to guertdlztics was called upon during the early 1950 ¢ate a mercenary army
to penetrate eastern Europe and the Soviet Unioa uhits were called the Green Berets.

The two Americans responsible for bringing the ite&ehlen of creating a guerrilla army that wounfiltrate the Soviet
Union was Allen Dulles, director of the CIA by thiene the operation began, and Frank Wisner, directdPlans and
Operations? The special forces were supposed to collect igaice and Dulles believed that these captive nstveould

rise up against communist oppression once thedlibes had arrived. These “Green Berets” were resmturom the vast
reservoir of war refugees from eastern Europe. TWene trained both in Germany and at Fort BraggtiN€arolina and
they were trained by U.S. officers and by Germarhiwmcht and Waffen SS NCO's. Gehlen also chose thpecial

assistants who were knowledgeable about the Sbiitn for the training. They were Dr. Michael Achtelg Dr. Franz

Alfred Six, and Dr. Emil Augsburgs, all Nazi wairoinals?*

Achmeteli had written books about the need for itiding communist Russia.” He was a friend of Alfrd&Rosenberg,
Hitler's chief theoretician of the Nazi Aryan dacé and adviser to Hitler's high command. Six wdsigadier-general in
the SS and received a twenty year sentence foringdthe execution of hundreds of civilians butveer only four years.
Augsburg was a colonel in the SS heading a seditathed to Adolf Eichmann's S-4 department, whiahdled the
“Jewish problem.” The operation lasted until 196@ &,000 men were trained. One can only speculath@actual effect
which the SS training had on the tactics employgdJtS. special forces (which are now part of th&.lLArmy, not the
CIA). But we do know that between 1950 and 1975, thS. provided training or aid to the police obtwy-two nations
that practiced tortur& The U.S. also trained military personnel of foddigional nations that practiced torture during the
same period. We know also that United States hacardentation of torture instruction by U.S. spe@iates in Vietnam,
Central America, and other places by such groupSnaigsesty International is extensive. Members of €& have been
present, according to some victims, during tortseesions® The following is a brief excerpt from an interviewmith a
Salvadoran soldier who claims to have been in d&teoe at one of the torture classes:

The officers said we are going to teach you hownutilate and how to teach a lesson to theseritjas. The officers
who were teaching us this were the American Greemet8...then they began to torture this young Vellthe took out their
knives and stuck them under his fingernails. Aftey took his fingernails off then they broke hilsosvs. Afterwards they
gouged out his eyes. They took their bayonets aadenall sorts of slices in his skin...They therktbgs hair off and the
skin of his scalp. When they saw there was nothéfigo do with him they threw gasoline on him dandned him...the next
day they started the same thing with a 13 yeagld.**
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The idea of the “death squad,” which is centrathte torture network, was suggested in 1962 by G&neral William
Yarborough, head of the Special Warfare Centeroat Bragg. He urged security forces to “selectl@n and military
personnel for clandestine training” that would “ext paramilitary, sabotage and/or terrorist afi¢igi against known
Communist proponents.” Used in Vietnam in the PhoBnogram which was responsible for the assassimaf more than
20,000 Viet Cong (these are CIA figures, otherneates are as high as 100,000), Yarborough's dgaddsconcept often
operates out of the U.S. Office(s) of Public Safatgivision of the Agency for International Dev@hoent. It is interesting
to note that the term public safety has been useaighout U.S. history to cover instances of repogs And the term has
its roots in the Constitution. The one instance ngtthe Constitution (Article | Section 9) authoszbe state to take people
off the street without a writ of habeas corpus oe grocess “when in cases of rebellion or invasienpublic safety may
require it.®

John Stockwell, a former CIA agent, has stated ahabman who had been tortured in Brazil for twargaestified, before
international tribunals, that “the most most hdgithing beyond the pain and degradation was tttetif@t the people doing
the torturing were not raving psychopaths. She baitithey been she might have been better ableetdk mental contact
with them. She said they were normal, everydayedepeople doing these things to her.” Accordingstockwell, the
woman reported that during a torture session caeduay six men in which she was strapped nakedabla, there was an
interruption: “The American is called to a telepkan the next room. The rest take a smoke breall. ghe listens to the
conversation as he says, "Oh hi honey. Yes, | gap W up here in another hour or two and pickhgkids and meet you at
the ambassador's on the way horffe."

It has often been said that the CIA is the predidqmivate army. But the role of the CIA and othalitary forces that are
shrouded in mystery such as those associated matbéfense Intelligence Agency appear to be ledseatommand of the
president than at the command of those whom theidmet serves, namely international corporate liteappears, then,
that the CIA is a special force, trained as praéesds to carry out impersonal and anonymous pumégstt, for international
corporate elites. These elites, because of thedem power and influence within the Executive bran€ government,
constitute, at any given time, a secret governmigmd. that secret government is capable of fieldiagret teams whose job
it is to remove political opposition to the expamsdf our private economy by any means necessary.

The Secret Government and the First Secret War

Tales of U.S.-Nazi collaboration may, at first rieag appear to be mere sensationalism. Insteakielfis us to better
understand the origins of our own present day natisecurity state. Challenges to the private ecgnever since the days
of Shays Rebellion, have instilled great fear amtregpropertied classes. Following World War lle ttear had reached
fanatical proportions. It was called anti-communism

What may have been the very first CIA covert ogeratame about when James Forrestal, as the ésegry of Defense,
became alarmed that the communists might win @léit elections of 1948. Forrestal, whose relatm®General Aniline

Film, Standard QOil, and the banking company ofdilRead (which had helped finance Hitler) brought mto intimate

Nazi collaboration during the war, sought to rupravate clandestine operation to alter the elettosécome with money
raised from his wealthy Wall Street colleagues. Th&uitous Allen Dulles felt that the electionsuta not be subverted
privately so he urged the U.S. government to eistalal covert organization that could do the jotor{€stal, it is worth

noting, hanged himself in 1949 in a hospital windavewspapers reported him “screaming that the Jemd the

communists were crawling on the floor of his roaeeldng to destroy him.*)

John Loftus writes that “[tlhe success of the #alioperation brought demands for similar actiorsewhere...to do
worldwide what the OSO [Office of Special Operaspmad done in Italy.” Naturally, such dirty worlowdd only be

effectively carried out if it was hidden, if it wassulated from public pressure. George Kennanember of the Council on
Foreign Relations (CFR) working through the Stagp&rtment recommended the creation of a new ageaitgd the

Office of Policy Coordination (OPC). Officially caged by a National Security Council Directive (NSCID/2, OPC was
authorized to “overthrow governments regarded dsamtly to the United States” and OPC's prograccoading to Loftus
“emanated almost entirely from the State Departtmdtilicy and Planning staff, headed by George Kariif

Frank Wisner, Wall St. lawyer who had worked withles in the OSS organizing covert guerrilla teamRumania, was
chosen as the head of OPC. In this position henizgd an army of Nazi collaborators (again theyenealled “freedom
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fighters”) and launched a clandestine guerrilla wgainst the Soviet Union that lasted well into ldie 1950s. By 1952,
OPC had 4,000 agents in forty-seven stations witbhudget of $82 million. Money for the project waswn from
“untraceable government accounts, such as thotteed€IA, and laundered through American corporatiaose leaders
had expressed a willingness to work with Wisner @®R{C.” Gehlen who was deeply involved in the progsow to it that
Wisner hire Nazi war criminal Dr. Franz Six to hethé recruitment and training of the special fordgag 1952, OPC had
been brought under the control of the CIA. While fecret war “had not received official sanctianfrthe White House,”
according to Loftus, “its two most ardent advocafaslles and Wisner, were in a position to contitiie secret war on
their own.” Did either Truman or Eisenhower knowtbése operations? It appears that they did. Butofisis suggest
(Eisenhower had “difficulty in presenting cover ri¢g to the press and generally preferred not makabout Wisner's
covert operations”), the real impetus and executiboovert policy seems to have come from corpooagmnizations and
the men they supplied to Washington. For exampleing Eisenhower's administration a special grabp, Operations
Coordination Board, which came to be known as tfeehty Committee” (and it has had other names imerwt
administrations), oversaw covert operations andldvsarve as a “circuit breaker” to give the presidéeniability. It was
headed by private elites; in this case by C.D. sacka former Time, Inc. executive and later bysheIRockefellet?

The Secret Government and the Assassination of JFK

In 1950 the CFR urged President Truman to credtan@her private organization to assist “the goweznt in all phases of
national activity.” The result was the creationtbhé Committee on the Present Danger (CPD). Workilegely with
Secretary of State Dean Acheson, the CPD pressedl ffolicy review which culminated in the creatiodhNATO which
effectively rearmed Germany within a North Atlangsiliance. The outlines of the policy were madecia what was then
a top secret NSC memorandum, NSC-68. The NSC-68dctdr a redefinition of or shift away from Trumarpolicy of
“containment” of the Soviet Union to a policy “imeged to check and roll back the Kremlin's drive iarld domination”
or “in general, to foster the seeds of destructiithin the Soviet system that the Kremlin is broughleast to the point of
modifying its behavior to conform to generally gotsl international standards.” The purpose of N8Csaid Acheson,
was “to so bludgeon the mass mind of ‘top goverriméat not only could the President make a degidiot that the
decision could be carried out.” As for common pe@plhe “selling” of foreign policy “to the averagen on the street”
was not an easy task: “Qualification must give waysimplicity, nicety and nuance to bluntness, amiorutality, in
carrying home a point.” In other words, Acheson dtdm, arguments must be made “clearer than triith.”

As it turned out, the problem was less selling ifprepolicy to the average person than it was sgliirto top government
officials. The clash between the secret governnaemt the elected government would come as a re$utieo Cuban
Revolution and disagreement over the subsequentdgdhsored invasion at the Bay of Pigs. In a tepa@pared by CIA
analyst for the White House, it was suggested tatCuban revolution was due largely to the corompbf the Batista
regime. Dulles altered the report to reflect hisnomorldview. The revolutionaries would unleash derand “blood will
flow in the streets,” Dulles predicted. MoreovetAGnalysts stressed that Cuba was not a secumigat to the United
States. Nevertheless, in late 1959, Dulles decidatiCuba did pose a security threat and that ¢theisn was to invade
with an army of Cuban refuge#dt was an operation that fit into the postwar livack” scheme and it was a continuation
of the covert and counter-revolutionary use of sddorces developed by Gehlen, Dulles, Wisner, 88dadvisers. In this
particular operation, Richard M. Bissell, the newpbDty Director of Plans and Operations, who comtihto rely on
Gehlen, was in charge. The top CIA representatia dealt with the Cuban counter-revolutionaries 0 a Gehlen
agent who went by the name of “Frank Bender” and,veitcording to Dominican Republic dictator Rafaeljillo, was a
leader of ex-Nazis in Pertf.

It is apparent that the planners of the invasiothatBay of Pigs distrusted both Presidents Eiseehand Kennedy.
According to Fletcher Prouty, members of the segosernment, particularly those within the CIA toamdvantage of period
between November 1960 and January 1961, when Kgnmasl President-elect to transform the trainin@€oban refugees
into an invasion plan. Writes Prouty, “The ST [ggovernment] had strong-armed the early Eisenhawthorization of
the training and arming of Cubans into an invas@na foreign country, during the ‘lame duck' periofl his

administration.” With regard to Kennedy the distrwsis mutual. Kennedy had rejected a Castro assdissi plot that had
been part of the original plan. Kennedy also rej@cthe direct use of U.S. forces and during thdygainase of the
operation, when after two days the cover story begacrumble, he withdrew authorization for air pag for the second
phase, thus contributing to invasion's failure. &ukexile commanders had been quoted as sayingftkannedy had
called off the operation altogether, they were gdim proceed anyway, in order to force Kennedydalpng. In the end,
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Kennedy felt that he had been manipulated and #feefiasco he fired several top CIA officials inding Allen Dulles and
directed that covert actions be brought underuhisdiction of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and thepaetment of Defensg.

The tension between the secret government anddereskennedy over the relation of the United St&tesevolutionary
movements increased during the remainder of hisirastmation. Peter Dale Scott has argued that gsassination of
President Kennedy permitted (what | have beennggllthe secret government to reverse Kennedy'susweal troop
withdrawal and to escalate U.S. military involvemenVietnam. Scott's analysis rests upon poliagctives before and
after the assassination as revealed by Nationalrigéction Memoranda (NSAM). For example, key N@Aefore the
assassination were the following:

NSAM 111 (November 22, 1961): This NSAM commniittthe United States to “helping” the South Vieteam but
pointedly avoided language which would commit theted States helping the South Viethamese “win.”

NSAM 249 (June 25, 1963): This NSAM suspendédavert action against North Vietham pending eaviof policy.
This was the last official JFK document on the eabpf covert action toward North Vietham.

NSAM 263 (October 11, 1963): This NSAM providied a phased withdrawal of between 1,000 and 113(R) troops
from Vietnam.

On November 20, 1963 Kennedy publicly announcethaoelerated” troop withdrawal of 1,300 troops. Tdays later, on
November 22, President Kennedy was assassinatedddys after that, November 24 (on Sunday evehiogts after Jack
Ruby had executed Lee Harvey Oswald), at a seceeting of the National Security Council, each af MSAMSs listed
above were rescinded. In other words, NSAM 273 ciwhiras formally recorded on November 26, 1963, cataththe
United States to a “win” policy in Vietham, resumealert action against the North, authorized inseeatroop levels and
explorations of an expanded war. The Deputy ChieStaff for Personnel has also stated that it wasNovember 25, the
Monday after the assassination, that a dramatil@sen of “manpower” levels was called for by thant Chiefs of Staff!

Scott's research also indicates that while Kenmady have ordered a halt to covert action in Jur@ I®nding further
study, covert action against the North was continimg the CIA in defiance of the President's dinextiThe independence
of the secret government was clearly evident & fuint. States Scott, “President Kennedy had dostrol of covert
planning and operations.” Moreover, Scott showd tha Pentagon Papers, a history of the Vietnamwitten by the
Pentagon and ordered by Defense Secretary RobdidaMara, covered up the abrupt change in policy iasttad
suggested that there was a continuity between Kbrsgolicy toward Vietham and his successor Lyndohnson by
incorrectly stating the contents of the NSAM ddsed above. The implications regarding the Kennexbassination are all
too obvious. Prouty, who “had the unique assignnoéieing the Focal Point officer for contacts bedw the CIA and the
Department of Defense on matters pertaining tanitiéary support of the Special [covert] Operatiarfshat Agency,” has
written the following regarding Lyndon Johnson dhe Kennedy assassination: “He knew exactly whdthappened there
in Dallas. He did not need to wait for the findirgfghe Warren Commission. He already knew thatiath of Lee Harvey
Oswald would never bring any relief to him or ts biiccessors”

The Secret Government and the Secret Team of Today

The chief political officer of the NSC's Specialo@p which planned the Bay of Pigs invasion in 19&8 then Vice-
President Richard Nixon. Following the precedentyethe Gehlen-Dulles-Wisner secret armies thatepated the Soviet
Union, Nixon and Dulles also established secreitanyl training bases for counter-revolutionary Cobavhose assignment
would be to infiltrate back into Cuba, establisintees of guerrilla military resistance (much liket@en's Werewolves) and
wage terrorist military attacks against the ecomomnifra-structure of Cuba. The code-name for thieration was
Operation 40. In addition, Robert Mahue, a key riiggim the empire of billionaire Howard Hughes, &ahto Trafficante, a
Mafia casino, hotel, and prostitution operator wiad been kicked out of Cuba by Fidel Castro, wenaudht into
Operation 40. Their job was to carry out a “privateb-operation, the assassination of Castro, tuthbr Raul Castro, Che
Guevara and five other revolutionary Cuban govemtrteaders.

The training of these political assassins by Teaffie and his associates, called the Shooter Téawonk place in Mexico
at a secret Triangular-Fire Training Base. The $1obeam attempted several assassinations of Clastweeen 1960 and
1963. Operation 40 (after the Bay of Pigs it watedaOperation Mongoose; it is also referred takEWave, the name of
a Miami CIA station), involving up to 6,000 (Cubacdunter-revolutionaries or “freedom fighters,” hdm support of
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members within the Kennedy administration. In 1968mbers of Operation Mongoose were caught smugghincotics to
the U.S. from Cuba. For reasons that are uncleasid&nt Kennedy ordered the CIA to halt the raid$963?% According
to the House Select Committee on Assassinationgast“likely” that Santo Trafficante participatedthe assassination of
President Kennedy in 1963.

Operation Mongoose continued into 1965 when it slagt down. Theodore Shackley, a young CIA agent hdub been
brought in directly from Berlin where he had workeih Gehlen, to head Operation Mongoose along Wwithdeputy,
Thomas Clines, were then transferred to Laos widrackley was made Deputy Chief of Station for tha @ Laos.
While in Laos, Shackley and Clines arranged aipsupfor one Vang Pao in a three-sided war in whighg Pao was
fighting to gain control of the Laotian opium tradéng Pao, in turn, helped Shackley and Clinedijriancing the training
of indigenous Hmong tribesmen in guerrilla war itzctor use in “unconventional warfare” activitiehich included the art
of political assassination. A Special Operationsupr;, supervised by Shackley and Clines, was crealéch was a multi-
service or Joint Task Force for unconventional e f General John K. Singlaub supervised the palitassassination
program in Laos, Cambodia, and Thailand. One oflbjsuties was Oliver North, a major in the Mariagshe time. The
Deputy Air Wing commander for the Special Operai@roup was Air Force General Richard Secord. Betwi966 and
1971, this operation, using the secret Hmong trtesunit funded by Vang Pao's opium trade, assassirover 100,000
suspected communists (“non-combatant village mayoosk-keepers, clerks and other civilian bureastyan Laos,
Cambodia, and Thailand. In 1969, Vang Pao's opratetincreased substantially as did the money figufiom it to the
Special Operations Group as Santo Trafficante, ftieeninitial Operation 40 team, worked with VangRa become the
number one importer and distributor of China Wihiégoin in the United States.

In 1971, Shackley was brought back to the U.S.raade the chief of the CIA's Western Hemisphereatjmars. Clines was
made his deputy. And from this post they directezfolitical assassination of Chilean socialistskient Salvador Allende
and his Chief of Staff in Chile as well as the taity overthrow of the Chilean democratically eléctmvernment in 1973.
It was during this time that Henry Kissinger deethr“l don't see why we need to stand by and wataountry go
Communist due to the irresponsibility of its owropke.”

In 1973, Shackley and Clines were sent to Vietnahere they directed the Phoenix Project which cdroat the
assassination of members of the economic and gadlibureaucracy so that once the U.S. withdrew fkbéatnam, its
ability to function successfully and validate a coomist alternative would be crippled. Within theoRhix Project, the
CIA, through Shackley, Clines, and others, caroatithe assassination of some “60,000 village n@ytoeasurers, school
teachers and other non-Viet Cong administratorarigyPao opium money was also used in the Phoeanjgd®rin charge
of this drug money in Vietham was Richard Armitagenember of the Saigon's U.S. office of Naval @pens from 1973
to 1975.

“However, because Theodore Shackley, Thomas Clames Richard Armitage knew that their secret antignist
extermination program was going to be shut dowdi@inam, Laos, Cambodia, and Thailand in the vexgrriuture, they,
in 1973 began a highly secret non-CIA authorizeapam setting up their own private anti-communggagsination and
unconventional warfare program, to operate afterethd of the Vietham campaign.” Shackley and Clitteerefore, began
taking tons of U.S. weapons, ammunition, and expéss(stored in Thailand) and they began funnetingg money into a
secret Australian bank account.

Following the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Vietan 1975, Armitage was sent to Iran by Shackley &fines in order
to arrange for a secret “financial conduit” to le¢ sp in Iran that could receive Vang Pao's drugeyoThese funds were
intended to establish a non-CIA authorized seocsaimt that would “seek out, identify, and assassisatgalist and
communist sympathizers, who were viewed by Shackiel/his “secret team' members to be “potentiartsts' against the
Shah of Iran's government in Iran.” We find, thargrivately organized secret team, run by governnoffitials, emerging
out of a government organized secret team thatpnimately funded. The point simply is that the lges between private
and government covert operations, by the late 19%6se growing more complex. The purpose of assassm
“communists” remained the same. And the assassinaif “communists” represented an efficient way refnoving
obstacles in the path of market expansion. It waianal solution.

In 1976, Richard Secord was sent to Tehran, Irah@®eputy Assistant Secretary of Defense in Ilswas in charge of
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military sales of U.S. aircraft, weapons and militaquipment to “friendly” nations in the Middle &aBut Secord used a
middle-man, Albert Hakim. He did this so that haildopurchase military equipment from the U.S. goweent at a low

“manufacturer's cost,” turn around and sell theiment to client states, through Hakim, at a higlmeplacement cost.”

The difference was secretly transferred into Steycklprivate secret team and into various secnek bacounts. Secord
and Hakim, in other words, had joined Shackleyn&i and Armitage in their anti-communist assassimgroject.

Just prior to the triumph of the Sandinistas ove$.ldreated dictator Anatasio Somoza in Nicarapmesentatives of the
Shackley's secret team offered to assassinatepheddership of the Sandinista movement for $&8D,Q is worth noting
that veterans of the 1960 Nixon-Trafficante Shod@®am that was brought together for Operation 46ewéll being used
by Shackley. Meanwhile, as Somoza was negotiatiogvar price, it became clear that the militaryiation of Somoza had
deteriorated significantly. The Carter administratiin the final days of Somoza's reign, had ctittef supply of military
equipment by the United States. Therefore, the I8&adeam arranged to fill the gap and provide Spanwith military
supplies. Neither President Carter nor directothef CIA, Stansfield Turner, knew of the operati@fisShackley's secret
team. In fact, Turner ordered that Shackley andeSliresign from the CIA when he discovered thatBbg and Clines
were linked to an illegal weapons delivery to Libya

When the Sandinistas kicked Somoza and his suppodit of Nicaragua, Shackley, now acting privatelgnt his

representatives to meet with Somoza (in exile & Bahamas). They entered into a contract to sugiptyaft, weapons,
ammunition, and military explosives to Somoza arglNational Guard or state police which had fle¢ddagua so that
they could execute a war against the Sandinist@mgovent. The remnants of the National Guard, noswknas the

Contras, were “virtually identical to the one(s)ieth Theodore Shackley and Thomas Clines had sigshagainst the
socialist revolutionary government of Cuba from 196 1965.” In 1981, with the election of Presid®#agan, the CIA
officially took over Schackley's operation of fundi Somoza's National Guard or Contras. And wheng@mss cut off
funding for the Contras in 1983, Lt. Colonel Oliwdorth, working with the NSC, turned to Shackleyin€s, Hakim, and
Secord and had the secret team reactivate itsaryilgupply of the Contras. And when President Reaf§jsiorney General
Meese, CIA Director William Casey, and NSC memtRabert McFarlane, John Poindexter and Oliver Ndehided in

1985 to secretly send weapons to “friendly” factiam Iran, they turned once again to the secrentea

After 200 years, the political system which wastedoin the desire to serve and insulate privategodvas been forced to
circumvent, entirely, the political process. JoaatiMarshall, Peter Dale Scott, and Jane Hunteevthiat given general
public hostility to “rolling back” socialist stateim the Third World, overt pursuit of the “Reagarodixine” became
“difficult or impossible. Even the CIA was a probiatic tool of policy owing to legal requirementsatht report covert
operations to Congress.” The reliance on privdieetis to carry out foreign policy was effectivechese a private citizen,
noted a “covert missions planner”, “has no obligatio tell anyone.” And the Policy Development Grawithin the NSC
“could plan secret operations free from the oblayato report to the intelligence committees of @@ss.” The use of drug
money as a means of covert financing also helpsaid the messiness of prolonged debate and uintgria

The Secret Government and Capitalism

Let us clarify the problem of secret governmentst-recall Madison's fundamental political concemiculated in
Federalist 10 : “...the most common and durablecof factions has been the...unequal distributibproperty. Those
who hold and those who are without property haver éearmed distinct interests in society.” The Cdnsibn, as we have
seen, was designed to hold in check those peoplowi property, a majority at the time. It was atgsigned to permit
property owners the freedom to own unlimited amsuwitproperty and to have the freedom (from goveminto do with
that property as they pleased, to invest anywhesnd,to have access to raw materials anywhere. \i@éma sought to
block Great Britain's effort to create a market é@ium, John Adams said that China was acting aontio the law of
nature and that the Chinese exclusion policy iséaarmous outrage upon the rights of human natué,upon the first
principles of the rights of nation&”Such are the rights and freedom granted by the tiatisn; they rest upon the belief
that government is the source of tyranny and urleretprivate power is the source of freedom. Thes@itution not only
was intended to create a political system that aeelve private power (freedom), it was intendeduarantee that private
power would remain unaccountable.

When we understand that it was the western Europeamrs, primarily, that created and controlled kats around the
globe, set up client states, inhibited the develepnof popular organizations such as labor uniaesunderstand that with
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freedom for property owners came institutionalizacism and militarism. Further, the Constitutiomaperative to protect
private power and correspondingly the need to cltibekpolitical impulse of non-elites (primarily g#e of color) has

never been relaxed. Even during the immediate @osperiod when the security and wealth of the Whiftates was
unparalleled, elites were quite alarmed that treeséhnots” might threaten their power and privilelyete George Kennan's
(head of the State Department Planning Staff) 8seasment of the security threat posed to the d)Sitates in1948:

...we have about 50% of the world's wealth, dnly 6.3% of its population....In this situatiome cannot fail to be the
object of resentment. Our real task in the comiegopl is to devise a pattern of relationships whigh permit us to
maintain this position of disparity without posg#ivdetriment to our national security. To do so,w have to dispense
with all the sentimentality and day-dreaming; amd attention will have to be concentrated everywham our immediate
national objectives. We need not deceive ourseled we can afford today the luxury of altruism awnarld-
benefaction...We should cease to talk about vagde..anreal objectives such as human rights, tiggngpof the living
standards, and democratization. The day is naiffarhen we are going to have to deal in straightvr concepts. The less
we are then hampered by idealistic slogans, ther&t

The perceived threat to U.S. security has growpraportion to the degree that the private econofrth® United States
has become dependent upon the international ecorfestigwing the rise of a monopoly sector in theitdd States and the
subsequent merger period at the start of the tetntentury, private elites required massive dtatelvement in order to
manage and coordinate their far-flung empires.tBatpenetration of the state into economic affeétgiired new layers of
insulation and secrecy, particularly in light otipaalist and revolutionary movements that neeaelet suppressed. Thus
we find that the Council on Foreign Relations, aghother private elite organizations, was createtthisiperiod in order to
orchestrate public policy and still maintain th@a®tion of public and private affairs as desirgdte Framers. In other
words, to understand the appearance and functicheokecret government we must understand theigabléconomic
nature of the Constitution. During the twentietmtcey, it means that we must understand the glaialeratives of
advanced capitalism.

Note also Lyndon B. Johnson's lament: “There abdli®n people in the world and we have only 200liom of them. We
are outnumbered 15 to one. If might did make riplety would sweep over the United States and taks wie have. We
have what they want.” Again it is the Madisonioarfethe distrust of common people, especially peapblcolor, and the
corresponding assumption that a few people, priynatiite, deserved to be privileged. But therensrsidious dimension
to private power that is also an essential feadfidassism and racism. It is the mechanical orerepnal nature of market
forces that are assumed to be natural, a givenh&ve become the society described by Richard Rugiansvhose
prosperity depends upon virtuosi capable of appglyalculating rationality to large-scale corporateerprise[s].” In fact,
we are the society in which technical experts nwratl aspects of our life. We have become theetgpc¢hat “can ill afford
the loss of highly trained managerial personnehtifas Rubenstein points out, “the Nazis...were ¢histury's original
efficiency experts.” So why shouldn't we have utgein? Just as Sir Henry Deterding, Chairman of RBy#ch Shell,
pointed out in 1932, the “Nazis are a great stabilj force which would come in handy against SoRessia.” Nazis,
technical experts, scientists, and others whos®matf the good life resembles a machine-like dycaways come in
handy when real people, with personal needs, emmtiand moral standards step in and say, “Waitraut®i It might be
profitable for some, but it's wrong.” After all, golitical opposition can be viewed simply as arstable to economic
growth, to be removed or eliminated, the suppressfdnsurrections can be easily justifiéd.

The one value which the Framers intended the govenh to respect was the right of individuals togoer each of their
self-interests in the context of the impersonatésr of market competition. A government which dotgurb individual
activity on the basis of ethical or moral conceiprecisely what the Framers feared and sougptdgent. The steady
advance of the impersonal forces of our politicremy, however, has made it easier for us to tbinkeople as things
and political opponents as obstacles. And so welh@nn a country that is deeply involved with:

The existence of an international terror networkiol is integral to the political superstructure ©BfS. client-state
economies, where human and political rights arelegtowith each improvement of the business climatelf.S. based
multinational and transnational corporations. Csisglies of the repressive instruments requiredréate this climate -
subversion of national economies, coup d'etatutertand the annihilation of the political oppasitithrough systematic
disappearances and death squad activity - poisystematic cooperation between global frontier gars such as the
Israeli-U.S. connection, and continent-wide cooation between death squad and intelligence forces.
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Similarly, Edward S. Herman argues that, “Thera large body of evidence that U.S. training haggiuot the slightest
nod to democracy and human rights...that as hunmglrtsr conditions deteriorate, factors affecting fltimate of
investment,' like tax laws and labor repressiompriowe from the viewpoint of the multinational corption...There is great
deal of evidence of U.S. training in methods oftume and provision of torture technology, which éaween diffused
throughout the system of U.S. client statés.”

Our own domestic population, of course, cannot gsthe siege of this mentality; the situation ofmooon people within
the United States is far more similar to the siarabf common people outside its borders than tbigorporate elites.
Prisoners in the United States are regularly usedrfedical experiments that result in the “mutilgtieffects of disease
and/or death.” One reputable American scientist veg®rted to have said that, “Criminals in our pemiiaries are fine
experimental material and much cheaper than chizgem” By “paying” prisoners one dollar a day, cogtions maintain
the fiction that such prisoners are volunteersstBtMyers, Squibb, Lederle, Merck, Sharp and Doharel Upjohn have
conducted such experiments and have had the cdimpesad approval of such federal bureaucraciab@®epartment of
Health, Education and Welfare and the Food and Dxdinistration®® Similarly, environmentalists, organized labor,
feminists, and civil rights workers present the sashstacle to corporate control in this countryhesr counterparts do in
Europe or the Third World.

Itis in this context that we should assess thé&eles corporate elites to control domestic poétiactivity in the interest of
capitalist expansion and stability. For examplajmythe mid-1970s, the Trilateral Commission, anotission created by
capitalists to coordinate public policy among thejan capitalist nations, stated that there was résitc of democracy”

because certain citizens had become too politicadtive. They further stated that the “effectiveexgtion of a democratic
political system usually requires some measure patty and non-involvement on the part of some iddizls and

groups.®®

In addition, Trilateralists expressed concern allbeterosion of “the legitimacy of hierarchy, caderg; discipline, secrecy,
and deception - all of which are, in some measunescapable attributes of the process of governmesple no longer
felt the same compulsion to obey those whom thelygraviously considered superior to themselvesgm aank, status,
expertise, character, or talents.” And they wer#éegspecific about which people had become too lirea politically:
“previously passive or unorganized groups in thpytation, blacks, Indians, Chicanos, white ethmigugs, students, and
women now embarked on concerted efforts to estalbisir claims to opportunities, positions, rewarasd privileges,
which they had not considered themselves entitifdrb.” Their explicit suggestion, finally, was ttebme groups had to
be made “marginal”; “marginality on the part of segroups...has enabled democracy to function eftegt’s’

We have seen this “crisis” before. The crisis afap is the crisis of 1787 when the common peorde abught to govern
themselves, when they were compelled to try toqmtotheir limited local autonomy by taking up archsring Shays

Rebellion. Then the problem was defined by the leranas the “excess of democracy.” Today descendéribe Framers
call it the “crisis of democracy.” Then, the Frasavorried that the House of Representatives, eledieectly, might

legislate in the interests of people with littleoperty. Similarly, Trilateralists have complainefitioe “chain of picayune
legislative restrictions and prohibitions.” Meanighiexecutive elites who assume the hidden positmipower within

executive intelligence, military, and security agies and who constitute the secret government wibiat/the checks and
balances designed by the Framers to control pyiiwer are inadequate to protect private power. plaections,

regulations, and access to secrets that we havetwonogh struggle are under increasing assault.eMs@crecy and
insulation for private power is needed.

The rise of the secret government and the useaésteams does present us with a ConstitutionsisciBut the crisis is
not that the values of the Framers or the purpbdsieeoConstitution are being violated. PresidesieBhower “preferred not
to know about clandestine operations such asdkierthrow of the democratically elected Arbenz megiin Guatemala...”
and left the planning and the execution of the doaetion to a secret committee within the N8This type of deference to
the needs of private capital is quite consisterih whe purpose of the Constitution and varies imicantly from the
deference President Madison (Father of the Cotistitushowed to General Andrew Jackson when hedki800 Native
Americans at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend in 18iditaen as treaty commissioner took away half dmel lof the Creek
nation. Remember, the Constitution states that @ulggress can declare war but it says nothing alvbatcan make war
or when it should be declared. The crisis occurgerwthere is a clash between the secret governnmehtree elected
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government (as in the case of an independent Kemra@dwhen there is a clash between the secretrgment and the
people directly, as in the case of social movemeéuisg and after Vietham or in other periods whemmon people try to
become meaningfully involved in public affairs aace repressed by such programs as COINTELPRO. didamental
crisis, then, is that the values of the Framers thedpolitical system that they created are clearlgemocratic. And the
unaccountable private power which they champioresitbday become so concentrated and the richritidesy thought

would be so virtuous have instead become so desperaxtend a declining empire that the UnitedeStaow threatens
democracy and decency around the globe.
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Notes

Chapter 5
1. Charles Higham, Trading with the Enemy (New Yddkll, 1984), 184, 185.

2. One important and early study was L. FletcheuBr The Secret Team (New Jersey, Prentice-Hadl, 1973). As we
shall note, the “secret team” referred to by theigie Institute is different than Prouty's. Whitehas its roots in the same
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Part 1l A Song Without Knees

One of the gravest obstacles to the achievemdifitanétion is that oppressive reality absorbs thesthin it and thereby acts to
submerge...[our] consciousness. Functionally, opgi@en is domesticating. To no longer be prey téoitse, one must emerge from it and
turn upon it

- Paulo Freire

Chapter 6 When Protestors Become Police

We are called upon to raise certain basic questainsut the whole society...We must see that the@viacism,
economic exploitation, and militarism are all tismhether, and you really can't get rid of one withgetting rid of the
others...The whole structure of American life nihesthanged

-Martin Luther King, Jr.

And that, that is the secret of happiness and eiftliking what you've got to do. All conditioniagns at that: making
people like their unescapable social destiny.
-The Director, Brave New World

Many of us might agree with Martin Luther King, that the whole structure of American life mustchanged. John Judge,
a researcher in California who, after comparingithationality of our political economy with Germain the 1930s, was
asked, “But where are the camps?” Judge responded:

There are camps. There's slave labor here in tliedJBtates. It's hidden under the corporate framsthe
privately owned farms, in certain industries. Big here if people took the time to look at its lih the
institutions. It's in the prisons, the psychiatgdsons, the legal prisons that are our Third Wotltht
everyone turns their face and attention away friiin the VA [Veterans Administration] where pé®@re
used 80,000 a month as human guinea pigs to testirigs and the new techniques for the medical and
psychiatric facilities. It's out in the streets w¢he homeless are not caged, but left to diefdebe surplus
population, left to be useless eaters. People@rpioked up and put into ovens, ovens are drogpeadf the
sky, white phosphorous and napalm in Vietham anSdivador and in the countries that are attackedstill
genocide. It's still aimed at the same target astlli comes in the end to the same thing. Andusthgpower
ever shift on this globe, should this ever not biepgrcent of the population consuming sixty petagfithe
energy and thirty percent of the resources of thddvAnd should we ever be held accountable, askself
honestly how different will the testimony be frohat of those fascists in Nuremberg at the end ald\ar

II, how different from the testimony of Contragatieat | was only following orders? | did what | widd. |

was supporting murder, sabotage, death, in the mdifieedom, anything in the name of freedom, sameé&n
freedom, somewhere - certainly not the people uridergun, but for their version of freedom and rthei
version of democracy which means class privilege@sosed to their version of communism which means

democracy and democratic contrbl.

Suggestions that something is fundamentally wroitg wur political economy and the Constitution arere than difficult
to accept; they are difficult even to reflect updinis far easier to live in the comfort zone arekls happiness, as The
Director would have us do, in liking what we haws tp do. Even in our protests we slide away frodiract confrontation
of the structure of American life. We tend to avtti@ harsh implications of reality and cling to fheage of the United
States as a basically free and democratic countthe way that one clings to prayer beads or a dockl charm. The
axioms of empire have become the axioms of faitie Tesult is that instead of effective radical fixdi our movement
tends always to be divided into two main camps. ©@amp, composed dfongressional Technocrat&sists that the
problems we face are problems which can be dedft by working through the system; politics for thésnessentially
legislative work. In the second camp &testract Spiritualistsvho believe that the problems we face are probligyaiscan
be solved through individual commitments to spaittenewal, peace, non-violence, and justice. Remt political work
consists, essentially, of acknowledging that afiiiece, or god, exists in every human being andxpressing the kind of
respect for others that befits a peace-loving conitpuln neither camp is the Constitution and thebgl capitalism it
supports pointed to as a feature of our existelmaei$ in need of radical change.
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These two categories are somewhat artificial asrenst analytical tools. It is possible that ther@d real single person that
fits neatly into either category and certainly thare groups and ways of thinking that overlap beoill then some.
Moreover, | wish to state very clearly that thisalysis is not an indictment of the people involiredoing political work in
either camp.Rather it is an attempt to identify a very dangertendency. Because each group is marked by ez
confront the system, it carries within it &anplicit endorsementf the system and a very real tendency to diswplif not
purge, those protestors who seek to pursue agyrathich does have as its center an indictmenhefvwhole structure of
American life. There is a dynamic, then, which ne@peotestors to become “police.”

Congressional Technocrats

The first responsibility of the federal governmeag,we have seen, is to promote economic growtti.tAose people in the
private sector who own industries in the growtht@ecalso own the “goose that lays the golden egbey set the policy
agenda. This has been the theme so far. The thdried Wwish to develop in this section is this:ilgtion, of necessity,
fits within and becomes part of this overall prace$ expanding the opportunities for investment prafit, and of limiting
political “opposition” so that it too does not clesige the assumption that all of this makes farea ind healthy society.
The legislative process is an instrument of congjard social control. Therefore when we do legigtatvork, without at
the same time trying to expose and challengentgdtions,we inadvertently become complicit in the act ofigoest and
our efforts at social change slide into measuresaafal control. Before we go further, let us idighsome obvious
limitations that need to be challenged.

The Bias of Congressional Activity

Have you ever wondered why certain policies, whiposed by a majority of U.S. citizens (such asftimeling of the
Contras or the production of more nuclear weapausjtinue to be promoted, financed, and implemeyéad after year?
The explanation has to do with what is caldicture. And as we have seen, the Constitution was dedigmpermit large
property owners to have more power or influencer @ublic policy than the majority of people witttlé or no property.
People of property were thought to be wiser; thiitipal tendencies of common people were distrustechuse the “have-
nots” tend to challenge the privilege of the “hdvé@se legislative process was and is, in additmibeing a process where
laws are made, a mechanism intended to insurectiaton people not “discover their own strength.t ug see exactly
how this happens.

A legislative process governed by simple majorityerwould look something like this: there is a $indpody of
representatives. Legislative proposals are intreduclebated, and voted upon. If a majority of membete for the
proposal, it either becomes law or, depending enkihd of constitution, sent on to another brantlyavernment. Our
system is not like that. First, there are two llgige chambers, the House of Representatives lamdbGenate, each with
different rules. All legislation must be passeddagh chamber in identical form before it can bectane And within each
chamber, work is done by committees; that is, kilte routed through a series of committees witldnhechamber.
Therefore, there are numerous places at which im#lg be blocked or checked and majorities defedtedther words,
powerful interests opposed to any piece of ledgmtahave multiple opportunities to shoot it dowmlpa few bills of the
ones introduced ever become law. For example,et#58 bills that were introduced into the HouER@presentatives in
the 97th Congress (1982-83), only 251 actually treeckaw or about 3 percefflo use Madisonian language, the process is
one of “refinement” and “filtration.”

We could spend quite a bit of time going over thgidlative process, but that would be as tediowsamnboring as the

subject of our study.The conclusion we might draw, however, after hg\studied the legislative process in detail is that
is not only complex, it is biased. As many studeft€ongress have noted, “The American system aéri@ government
was designed with the intention of making sweepihegisive reform difficult to enact...[It has] aabitoward “doing

nothing.”* Doing nothing, of course, maintains thatus quoBut the bias in question does more than give adgento
those opposed to reform. It gives, as was intendeght advantage to property. For example, a gafugas and oil
companies known as the Alaska Natural Gas Consortuanted to bring gas from Alaska to consumersha Wnited
States. They went before Congress in 1981 and drthat because Alaska gas was expensive comparédxas and
Louisiana gas, tax payers should help pay for t# of doing business. Congress agreed and a &dllpassed stating that
if the market price of the gas turned out to béigh that it could not find a market in the lowert/-eight states or if the
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pipeline was only 70 percent completed, the cosilevde paid by the consumers who would have gdtiematural gas

had the pipeline been completed. Potential ligfiliEorty-five billion dollars | think most would agree that such
legislation is controversial. But it passed ratkasily because it was consistent with the functibhe government to
promote economic growth and to protect the freedmoah privilege of large property owners. The legigtaor filtration
process as conceived by the Framers was designeldetdk the compulsive passions of common peoplausecof the
anticipated resentment which common people woudd fim being used and which would issue in chagénto the
prerogatives of private power.

We can better understand the legislative bias wieenote that congressional activity itself is hé most visible aspect of
the legislative process. Less visible is the varycsure of political-economic power in which it isdged and in which
corporate elites set the legislative agenda. Lésble still is the corruption andovert legislationthat is required by a
system which is committed to both protecting pegig and maintaining the appearance of democrady.ttt the less
visible structure of power that we now turn.

Structural Imperatives

Mark Green, in a study exposing the enormous dolfusetween large corporations and members of @Gssghas written,
“The point is not that members of Congress areupbrrFew are. It's the system that's corrupt - stesy that provides

nearly irresistible temptations to public officeldhers.”® Green is referring to the constant need of membg@ongress to
raise money for re-election campaigns and the aohstillingness of corporations to engage in vasifarms of bribery.
The dairy industry's conversion in 1971 of its halflion line of credit with Congress into a halfflon in extra income is
pretty common stuff. But tales of corruption onymind us that corporate leaders will cheat evenrvthe deck is stacked
in their favor. The primary function of the goverant has always been to advance the interests girtiperty owning class
against all others. It is structural imperative Their interest is the national interest. The tingf of major legislation has
always been rooted in the need to promote thedstgrof whatever happens to be the major industriesm shipping,
tobacco, and cotton on up to the “defense” relatddstries of today.

Consequently as the U.S. economy became trulynatienal in character, most major legislative atities emerged not
from Congress but from the executive branch whéch far more effective representative of multinaiocorporations than
are the 535 members of Congress with their parbéhiarests. For example, between 1882 and 190%gf@ss was
responsible for drafting 55 percent of the majerdgpassed while between 1933 and 1940 that pegeehtad dropped to 8.
Also through the creation of the Bureau of the Batdip 1921 (now the Office of Management and Budgetd its
movement to the Executive Office of the Presidart939, revenue raising bills, in effect, no longgginate in the House
of Representatives as stipulated by the Constitutighile this violates the letter of the Constitutj it does not violate its
spirit: major legislation is still initially drafgkby private elites or their representatives. |us that today, the global nature
of corporations has rendered Congress and thesiaterindustries for which it was created somewnachronistic. As Ira
Katznelson and Mark Kesselman reaffirm, “Most mdjilts are drafted in the executive agencies arel @rt on the

president's legislative program, which becomes#sic legislative agendat”

But what are executive agencies? They are the gmant's host of corporate lobbyists, which in 1983 estimated by
Fortune magazine to consist of an army of 92,500 or 6 gr@rof the entire Washington labor force. In aaditio bribes,
they provide Congressional staffs and executiveneigs with information and analysis necessary w@ftdegislation.
During the “energy crisis” of 1973-74, “the goveram continued to rely heavily on, of all disintdesksobservers, the oll

companies and their lobbyists for data on oil aasl supplies..& But this is a pluralist system. Anyone is freetganize.
Tenants' rights organizations can compete with unteal estate magnates, mortgage bankers, dowmuwvohants, and
developers for the attention of the Department ofising and Urban Development.

Quite often lobbyists are dispensed with and membéthe executive branch, Congressional leaders eaecutives meet
and bargain directly. In June 1981, when the smatlf®re conservative wing of big business was alowtucceed in
drafting tax “reform” measures that would have Hyg#ashed personal tax rates for top income beis;kKhe Business
Roundtable (a group of about 200 of chief executiffieers of the nation's very largest corporatjomgorried that personal
tax cuts would risk increased budget deficits agapardize many corporate tax breaks, called anganey meeting. The
result of the meeting was that “executives of Aes top firms descended on Washington in drovasafh orgy of

lobbying that became known as the "Lear Jet Weeké&ntlorking directly with White House officials,tloer business
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groups (such as the American Council for Capitahtaion, the American Business Council, the ChantfeEommerce,
and the National Association of Manufacturers), kadlers of the congressional Ways and Means Cdeenihe Business
Roundtable's conception of tax reform prevailedrmally, such emergency action is not necessary. different sets of
big-business coalitions work very closely togettteform what are often quaintly referred to as i parties. And it is
through political parties that private elites chedse congressional leaders (the Speaker of thesdiddajority Leaders,
Minority Leaders, and party whips in both chambavkp are, essentially, corporate gate-keepersiposd strategically

along the legislative path.

Today, with the American empire in decline, thejgetion of force and power abroad and the impasitdd economic
repression upon workers in the weakest sectoreettonomy at home (“sacrifice”) have become atratimperatives.
Policy options have narrowed. Congressional delag: competition has fallen to unprecedented lewetsle most
campaign contributions are invested in incumbents) in 1984 won 96.4 percent of all congressioaaks. An ominous
consensus has emerged and it is within this venctsired set of options, callegindustrialization,that Congressional

Technocrats must, with their meager resources adgint views, “pressure” Congre¥k.

The basic thrust of reindustrialization is to maweay from a liberal approach to state interventiothe economy where
the imperial dividends of an expanding empire wamnee sufficient to pay for a variety of limited sacprograms. The
newer approach, based on the shared understamdinthe imperial dividends are drying up and Amesi@conomic pie is
shrinking, requires that the state “curtail bustnesgulation ("deregulation’), subsidize businessttsa promising future in
the international economy, reduce taxes on cagitdl savings, increase depreciation allowances,ntet®il and natural
gas prices, subsidize a shift from oil to coal,egjwivate management more help in improving wogk@ductivity, and

sharply increase military productio’?’

Business Weelkn June 1980, spelled out the new reality confrmpembattled elites: no longer could they complthwhe

Foreign Corrupt Practices Act because it “seveliatjts corporate payments of fees to obtain cosrabroad.” In other
words, bribery is a necessary part of doing businside embargoes designed to protect human rglds be abandoned;
they “limit sales of grain and high technology gauent to the East bloc.” The Nuclear Proliferatioeaty needs to be
reconsidered because it “limits exports of nuclesactors and materials to countries that might gceda bomb.” An

emphasis on human rights is problematic becautienits trade with certain countries that violatarhan rights.” Antitrust

laws need to be revised because they “prohibit th&orations from establishing joint trading comigs.” Health, safety,
and environmental regulations are too costly to mlgmwith at home and they “enforce strict U.S. slamls for overseas
operation of U.S. companies.” What we need, sugd@ssiness Weeks a “remodeling...of the social contract,” onatth
reflects the “understanding that our common inteireseturning the country to a path of strong emoit growth overrides

other conflicting intereststZ We need a social contract, in other words, in Wihie agree to put profits before people.

To keep the system afloat, it is generally agrekd,state must provide the most important corponatiwith as many
resources and with as much military support a®igigally feasible. Elites are being quite blutcaut it. The state can no
longer “support an ever rising standard of livimgeate endless jobs; provide education, medica ead housing for
everyone; abolish poverty; rebuild the cities; sestthe environment; satisfy the demands of bladispanics, women and
other groups.” But the state can satisfy the demarficcapitalists because the political systenh@r system. Here, in so
many words, elites have told us that the purposbestate is to do everything it can to assisttahbut it cannot meet the
demands of environmentalists, women, blacks, Latirand “other groups.” | doubt that we shall getacér signals.
Reindustrialization means disciplinAs Congressional Technocrats, our oppositioreicst merely lends legitimacy to a
process that needs to be challenged.

Legislative Dirty Tricks

As if the checks built into the legislative procegsre not enough, there is yet another anotherraodeatic weapon in the
legislative arsenal of elites called covert or 8éudget” financing where “billions of dollars Federal funds remain
hidden from public view. They undergo no audit bg General Accounting Office [GAQO]. They are corledaven from

most Members of Congress.” And there are “dark exrnof the budget, where congressional knowledge”

“nonexistent.13

Covert financing is nothing new. The Framers sufgebthe need for “perfect secrecyrgderalist No. 6tand President
Washington was provided a $40,000 fund in 1790 beatould spend secretly. But today there are fuvitish remain
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secret at every stage, from appropriation on thnaiegauditing. Often this is done through sleighbhand book-keeping.
Money appropriated for refugee programs, for pubéalth, agriculture, economic and technical pitsjeand for the Food

for Peace program, for example, was once divede€fA- directed paramilitary programs in La&5Also covert activities
are sometimes carried out by agencies such asing BEnforcement Agency because they do not haweeteeported to

Congres<2 Today, budget manipulation has assumed greatetarity and deception. There is a secret budgetiwithe

Pentagon, which the Pentagon calls its “black btjtiged about which national security laws forbigbpc congressional
debate. It has tripled to $35 billion since Prestdeeagan took office in 1981. Bigger than therentederal budget for
health care, it is used for the research and dpwetat of super-secret projects. Moreover, it isfdstest growing of any

major sector within the federal governmét.

Thomas Amlie, a Pentagon missile expert, stated with regard to the black budget “there is no artability
whatsoever.” Representative John D. Dingell (D-Ntelm) notes that “the Pentagon keeps these progcEnamost
unbelievable size secret from Congress, from thee@a Accounting Office, from its own auditing agas,” and that
covert financing “conceals outright illegal actie#.” The Pentagon can hide what it is doing bypéjndeleting projects
from unclassified budgets and then classify thenthsd they are beyond the reach of congressionadstigators. The
Pentagon also uses code names such as “Elegant dadggue classifications such as “special adésit as well as a
double ledger system of accounting in which “brodmsome computers and computers become bombstér tw cover
its tracks. In other words, it lies. Representadenny Smith (R-Oregon) has complained, “As a cesgman, | can't get
information...They don't want us munching aroundheir budget. There's a real question here. \Wél military accept
civilian leadership when it comes to choosing wees?®

The seamy side of U.S. military activity was inadeatly exposed a bit when in March 1983 a reticetbnel testifying
before a House Foreign Affairs subcommittee ackedgéd that he had worked with “the Activity” onecset mission to
find U.S. soldiers that had been missing in Laosngfess had never heard of anything called “thevigt Further
investigation revealed that “the Activity” was th#elligence Support Activity, a secret spy squaih a corps of at least
250 officers, that was created in 1981 without kinewledge of Congress. The unit was intended t@ Bpermanent,
unified, clandestine group to coordinate paranmifitactions and intelligence gathering.” It has beetive in Nicaragua,
Europe, Africa, Southeast Asia, and the Middle E&ike Activity appears to be part of what Defenger8tary Caspar
Weinberger has told Congress to be “one of thisiadtnation's highest priorities,” and that is theilding up of the U.S.
Special Operations Forces, or covert soldiers,leval of 20,000 by 1989. Special Operations Fqraakke the CIA, “are
not required to report their covert activities tor@ress.” Senator Jim Sasser (D-Tennessee) hasdvdrat “There is a real
danger that these Special Forces could be usedfAprégrams and thus skirt congressional review.”

More startling has been the Pentagon use of cdiwmcing to fund weapons systems that would be #&bloperate in a
post-nuclear war battlefield and orchestrate spsatellites and nuclear weapons duriprid War IV Since 1981,

according to Tim Weiner, “the fundamental U.S. defe strategy has been to be able to fight and vgim-enonth nuclear
conflict - World War IIl - and remain strong enougfterward to strike again.” The strategy is adofes: nuclear war

command posts would consist of 747s in the air-leged tractor-trailers positioned on interstaighways, and deep
underground command centers in the Catoctin Monstaear Raven, Pennsylvania. Robot soldiers ordipeds” that

move like a tank and “quadrupeds” that gallop antl in addition to “walking vehicles,” would opéeain “an enhanced
nuclear environment.” Eight satellites (Milstar)aged in orbit 70,000 miles into space - abovedleetromagnetic pulse
generated by nuclear blasts, would become the bhalzdear-communications switchboard, transmitfimigrmation to the

secret command posts. Lest anyone think this ie famtasy, on December 4, 1986, an Atlas-Centatketdblasted off

from Cape Canaveral to carry out the first spase déthe Milstar system. The projected cost oppreng for World War

IV is $40 billion, but it too has become an impamt

The Policing Effect of Congressional Technocrats

Congressional Technocrats assume that our polisgatem is democratic, that congressional polictioop are not
structured, that there are no systemic imperatived,that the good men and women of Congress dés &nd implement,
policies within a range that is virtually unlimiteld we work hard enough, it is assumed, and c#lse@nough, and if we
educate enough people, we can build a broad enoogjition to pressure congress into writing pokcteat we want. |
have argued that our political system does not vtloak way. We do not live in a democracy. We lineaicapitalist system
in which freedom means the individual freedom tonamd accumulate property. The function of the gowent is to help
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property owners do just that. Policy options areicgtired, in short, to make the economy grow. Af given stage of
development, there are certain growth imperativesotecting market relations in 1787, acquiringdiaand subsidizing
railroad expansion following the Civil War, and &ydthe consensus among many elites is that reinalizdtion must
move forward. The function of representatives isvtde policies toward that erahd help us to understand that what we
need is what the system can provitléhen our perceived needs and systemic imperatedigle, it is the job of
representatives to channel our demands into systémperatives. Thus, wars of aggression are definediays that
validate our values: the United States is fightfog democracy. If we refuse to pay higher taxest ls taken as an
opportunity to cut corporate taxes, increase budggtits, and discipline the poor. Preparationrfaclear war is increasing

the inventory of “peace keepers.” And so on. Leéxamine one example of co-optation in more défail.

In 1982, the Reagan administration's economic pdied failed to reverse the downturn that had begith Carter. In
addition, its huge military buildup and Regan's oViavil Empire” rhetoric toward the Soviet Union aggred to be
destabilizing. These failed policies particularigtdrbed a faction of elites within the Democraiarty that were linked to
multinational corporations that were oriented taigurope and interested in doing business wittSthnet Union. Among
them were Averell Harriman (a prominent investmbeatker), Thomas J. Watson, Jr. (IBM), Robert McNam@&Vorld
Bank, Shell, Ford Foundation), Admiral Bobby Inm@darmer Deputy Director of the CIA, head of MCC,camputer
consortium), Sol Linowitz (Xerox, Time Inc.), RoberGoizueta (Coca-Cola), Robert Pheiffer (IBM-AFBpnald Platen
(Chemical Bank), Frank Shakespeare (RKO Generlpnde Wiesner (director of Schlumberger, a giaeh&hn oil-drilling
concern). Also concerned were Richard Lyman, pesgidf the Rockefeller Foundation, the Rockefallemdchildren (The
Rockefeller Family Fund), and leaders of the MabArtfoundation, the Ford Foundation, and the CaeneEgdowment for
International Peace. This alliance, of which thewabis but a sampling, began funding a host ofistudn arms control and
nuclear issues, various peace related groups, aetings. Their objective was to build up converdidand and air forces,
especially in Europe, cut back and save on the hagal build-up, and reduce the reliance on nuckesapons. This would
reduce tensions among First World nations and théeSUnion and enhance the U.S. capability totanilly penetrate and
control strategic areas of the Third World. Théiategy was build a movement among dissident elithis was necessary
to pass legislation. And their strategy was to pbtbe growing grassroots campaign for a “nucleae#e.” This would
popularize and legitimize empire building. It was pId liberal strategy revisited.

Forbes 400 contributed to groups like the Courmild Livable World and the Union of Concerned St#s. Physicians
whose salaries were diminished by Reagan's budgenow flocked to Physicians for Social Respotligibirhey could do
good and get rich at the same time. New Englandnaictear activists suddenly found themselves iretings in posh
urban hotels. But as Ferguson and Rogers note s a danger in funding the grassroots parteofitbvement; “Few of
the business groups and foundations that how hegdped it along wanted to explore the relations ketwmultinational
business, the use of force in American foreigngyoéind social class. Accordingly, the critical anitof the early freeze
proposals largely evaporated.” At the great antlear demonstration of June 1982, for example, w/2e5 million people
would march in New York and San Francisco, sponsérthe actions met privately and decided not totgst Israel's
invasion of Lebanon that had taken place days befidis is an important point: whenever our workéstered on passing
legislation we must build coalitions by appealirgy those elements in society for whom the legistatprocess was
designed, is meaningful, and in whom there is nge sympathy for fundamental change. We invayialoé compelled

to discipline and police those whose politics ssjgjeat, in some important ways, the legislativecpss is a fraute

With a relatively controlled “popular movement” lieth them, the Democrats went on to endorse theZ&e This meant
they could move away from supporting some of thig-titket” items (the MX, B-1, Trident Il) and edate the drive for a
whole new generation of conventional weapons (pr@eiguided munitions, battlefield missiles, piéstt drones and
robots, supersophisticated tanks). The “movemelsti permitted the “freeze-inspired” Reagan admiat&in to push for
the scrapping of old nuclear weapons (“build-dowariyl the modernizing of strategic forces as fraegpired.

Toward the end of the 1984 campaign, Walter Mondake Democratic nominee, deviated a bit from aithoelitism and
made vague statements about redistributing incaoma the rich to the poor. When his business supportomplained
bitterly, Mondale responded: “Oh my goodness, knssrry. There's nothing wrong with wanting to mr| want to be
rich.” The statement illustrates quite well thel nieange of policy options within our political sgsh today. The point is that
when we work as Congressional Technocrats, not ardypolitical questions transformed into technicahsiderations
regarding the legislative and electoral strategy,amly is our ability to think reflectively anditically diminished, but our
assumptions to start with are wrong. Consider tihe of doing “educational” work. Focusing on edimatmplies that the
irrationality of contemporary public policy is due the fact that citizens are uninformed. It maytbat we are not as
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informed as we should be. But the argument | hasrecldped so far suggests that having more infoomawill not
translate into having more power. American politicstitutions were not intended to ensure thaséhpeople who were
best informed or who had the best argument wouitevaublic policy. Our political structure was dgiséd to ensure that
those people who own significant property and whaweehpower will write policy whether or not they anéormed, wise, or
rational.

Because Congressional Technocrats assume thaystensof electoral politics permits the decencynuist Americans to
find expression in public policy, it is unlikelyahthey will examine the possibility that our pigi#tl system was designed to
help the few who have economic power keep it tondedves. Educational strategies that teach peopbelteve that their
lives would be noticeably improved if everyone “kepformed,” voted, assembled quietly, signed pmid, and wrote
letters to their representativissa strategy for purging those who believe thayatem which holds them in contempt must
be confrontedFor when political opposition is defined in suchvay as to fit within the space provided by theng€iution
for political opposition, then those who work odtsithat space must appear to be irresponsible asdrek to have
rationality imposed upon them. Confrontational astsich disrupt then must be viewed as mocking perssce and
patience. And radicals who engineer such conframiaf it must seem, carelessly alienate the vengtitoiencies that have
influence and that must be enlisted in order teaffocial change. Regrettably, perhaps, but nadlgssuch radicals must
be contained.

Abstract Spiritualists

[A]Jmong some humanistic and transpersonal psyclistiag[it is assumed] that at the core of evemgpe is
a fundamental spiritual harmony that links him er hot only to every other person but to the cosasoa
whole. Here, too, external authority, cultural tteeh, and social institutions are all eschewede Bglf in all
its pristine purity is affirmed. But somehow thatfsonce discovered, turns out to be at one wi¢h t
universe....But such romantic individualism is rekadly thin when it comes to any but the vaguest
prescription about how to live in an actual society

-Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, and TiptonHabits of the Heart

Protest of modern life has always been, in variwags, an attempt to overcome its expressive deadmeshis respect
protest may be generally thought of as embodyiggitual dimension. And as protestors, we arsgillitualists to varying
degrees. Indeed, spiritualism allows our soulsstmdurished. It permits us to dream. It is the sewf our poetry.

Many dissidents today are attempting to bring fadaspiritual rhythms and a sensitivity to the hidgmetry of everyday
life. Many identify with the New Age movement whighcentered, according to Harvey Wasserman, updtoerriding
commitment to health, both individual and planetaand to “holism,” or the interrelationship of ntdinbody, emotions,
relationships, plants, and animals as a whole a@ganThe roots of the New Age movement make contattt earlier
peace and environmental movements, self-treatmeohtback-to-the-earth tendencies of previous decatiesinflux of
Asian gurus in the 1960s, and the revival of irdene Native American culture. Many have been drawo the practices of
Zen, Sufism, Vipassana Buddhism, Sikhism and eastdigious philosophies which unlike mainstreansigen ways of
living call attention to the value of opening ouves to the rewards of direct experience and diedog the “god

within.”12

Spiritualism has also spread rapidly within certaianches of the women's movement, particularlyrajmadical feminists
(increasingly referred to as cultural or spiritéetninists) who emphasize the power relations emgrgot out of class but
out of the sex/gender system. According to Joark§aadical feminists today pay a good deal ofraitd® to mutuality and
their organic connection with other women “as vealwith the good, beleagured earth.” Their work $tated away from
politics as such and into the domain of culture 4nche introspective domain of the psycH&.Among more traditional
spiritualists have been Jewish and Christian groupthe 1980s, particularly within the solidaréynd peace movements,
traditional spiritualists such as the Unitariand #me Quakers have frequently provided the leader3iis in part is due to
the broad acceptance of their stress upon Gangbniaciples of non-violence and pacifism and theueah moral witness,
the strength of their organizations, and theirdyebard work.

Although quite varied, efforts to open ourselvespaitual life seem to express a longing for elataeof a world gone by.
We can glimpse that world by putting ourselveshia place of Crollius who looked out at the worldlB?24 and understood
the following:
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The stars are the matrix of all the plants andyestar in the sky is only the spiritual prefiguoatiof a plant,
such that it represents that plant, and just als baxb or plant is a terrestrial star looking uphat sky, so also
each star is a celestial plant in spiritual forniick differs from the terrestrial plants in mattdone...The
celestial plants and herbs are turned toward thé @ad look directly upon the plants they havecpzated,

imbuing them with some particular virtéé.

The relationship between the stars and the planGrollius's world may seem odd to us until we ustidhis way of

understanding. It is a world in which nature, sedexts, and even words are “alive with God's digreaand purpose?2
Joan Cocks adds that “...the medieval Christiarderstood the world as the manifestation of...divieason that in turn
justified - indeed, required - specific emotiontitades on the part of humans toward the varibirggs in the world, from
floods to hazelnuts, from magnanimity to war.” dird's interpretation of his world was his attentpt understand
“something of the purposeful order given to us bydG Knowledge assumed “the form of commentary aanings and
affinities inscribed in the text of the world by &b To know, as Cocks points out, was also to kreofeeling; reason and
emotion were unified. The world was enchanted, d@ilpiritual life. Today our knowledge is basednglaws of nature”
which have been established experimentally and upencollection of “facts” which in themselves hane meaning.

Reason and emotion are separate. The world isaliseted, emptied of spiritual life

The great advance in the shift away from the sm@titvorld toward modern institutions had to do withw we thought of
our-selves as a subject. Whereas in previous aggsaf us was defined in relation to a larger divim cosmic order, today
we are self-defining, conscious of ourselves, dametefore self-creating. Consequently we understandelves to be
responsible for the way we live. We have a bicairegislature, for example, not because it is tigmature of God but
because a group of men in Philadelphia in 1787déekcihat that is what we should have. The disertotemt of our world,
in other words, permitted us to see ourselves,Gud, as the creators of our world. We became stthj8le became
citizens. Legitimacy became an issue. And protesttical change, reform, and revolution becamespimlities.

But at what a cost! What a high price we have pdgedubjectivity. We have been divided into minetebody, body and
soul. Emotion has been separated from reason.dpaasd spontaneity have been devalued. Naturedwasrie inert, dead,
an object for scientific and industrial manipulatidSociety has become bureaucratic organizatiom.eDeryday life has
become routinized and predictable as we strap sltlour bodies. Our lives are measured in term@aduction, utility,
and profit. In short, we have gained a mind andehasquired the ability to create but little that de expresses what it
means to be human. We have gained minds and losbals.

Protest that arises both out of clear critical ttttand deep sensitivity to spiritual life promigegreat deal. It promises to
recover the lost expressive unity in order thatpglesonality of the modern subject may be made fuiromises, in other
words, to give bureaucrats back their sdBlit spiritualism itself, however, can also be espieely deadAs some
Nicaraguans pointed out prior to their revolutidime trouble with many priests was that they speostnof their time
praying in the church. A priest who spends nediliia time praying would be someone whose spilisnais expressively
dead. It is pure, to be sure. But it finds no egpien on the public stage. Its principles do noéatly challenge any
principles of this world about which the priest ygaSpiritualism of this nature is without situatidt becomes abstract.
And Abstract Spiritualism, rather than becomingoarse of liberation, becomes ascape from politicsand ultimately a
source of discipline. But it is the escape fromitimd that makes Abstract Spiritualism so attragtiv

For those of us who cherish the hidden poetry sinaple life but who avoid the pain and difficulty confronting our
responsibility for the orgy of grotesque inhumartliat flows from empire, Abstract Spiritualism seeta provide a way
out. We can retreat to the edge of conflict whewe urity and our outrage can be maintained wittjeapardizing our
identity as a free and innocent people. But whike live on the edge of conflict, we live on the edifehistory. Our
spiritualism must become private and directed imwahe celebration of peace and the artificial tmsion of harmony
displaces political struggle. In order to keeppleace, Abstract Spiritualists must dampen the gteug

A Case Study: The Pledge of Resistance

Founded by “major peace, justice, and anti-intetie@ist groups” in October 1984 and led by religioactivists, the
“Pledge of Resistance” is a national campaign tbiliz@ opposition to U.S. military intervention ®entral America. The
organizing vehicle for the campaign is a pledgeeadly signed by tens of thousands of U.S. citizéms,pledge is a
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commitment to “engage in acts of nonviolent civgabedience and/or legal protest in the wake afi@ant U.S. military

escalation in Central Americ#? The Pledge of Resistance, or simply the Pledgs,dume to dominate the mode of
response by activists working within the solidantyvement; and given the importance of Central Ataewithin the
Reagan administration's foreign policy agenda dkagsits linkage to broader questions of militarjdoudgetary concerns,
and global peace, the influence of Pledge orgasiertends well beyond the issues of Central Amehkitteover, much of
what the Pledge is about - the marriage of resistaand spiritualism, a strict obedience to nonvioée the practice of
consensus, the use of small, “autonomous” grolgesetphasis on respecting all people, and the alewvelnt of orderly
and disciplined protest is an amalgamation of fpies derived from previous campaigns directed ragjaweapons
production and nuclear power. Pledge activistsnast unhappily agree, are white and middle-claks.thinking of Pledge
organizers represents the thinking, perhaps, oftibter educated,” better organized, more priglements within “the
movement” today. In any case, among resistanceedirdtivists it is a major, if not dominant, for¢eshall argue that in
spite of their decency and honorable intentions,tthinking of Pledge organizers compels them, énehd, to work with
elites in isolating and purging dissidents whossiovi of community challenges the political-econonfythe United

States?®

Given the analysis presented in tAkedge of Resistance Handbodke position of Pledge organizers may be briefly
characterized as follows: It is urgent that we hdgilive our lives in a way that implies love, pest, and human dignity.
Many of the pledge signers are like the pastor vayssigning the pledge, believes s\he is living ‘uttat's called the good
news, that is the good news of God's peace andgusThe general threat to peace and justicedtenice. Specifically the
threat is war and repressive economic and soaiattstres. Living out the “good news” or simply lig a life which
expresses respect for others inevitably bringsiotoeconfrontation with repressive structures aiith whose who carry out
war.

But how does one confront these things? The taditianswer, namely that war can be stopped by dexisive violence,
must be rejected; “the means by which we come begeind act determine and affect our ends.” Thedfgg vision” of
the Pledge suggests an alternative approach: “amabe repudiated before it fully erupts...by theviolent withdrawal of
support for it.” Indeed, Pledge organizers emptegsiZhis campaign is rooted in the simple intuititrat wars happen
because people cooperate with them - and wars &ed that collaboration also ends.” Each of us tmgep, therefore.
And the power to wage war depends upon our comgnobedience, “so when we refuse to obey our rutaesr power
begins to crumble.” Moreover, by resisting in a viofent way, we reveal “another model of human matuone which
encourages love, respect, and human dignity witierbroader community.

There can be no question but that the ends of li@gP organizers are noble. Their general effodrtgpower people by
encouraging resistance to the corruption of pupliticy needs to be kept as the first item on ewdtizen's agenda.
Moreover, the Pledge appears to offer an oppostuaifink spiritual principles to effective, pracéil action. But there are
serious, if not dangerous, defects within this apph as well. The source of these defects liekarfdilure of the Pledge
analysis to attend to the complexities of the retabetween the structural features of the U.Sitipal economy and the
subversion of peace and justice. Reference is neadach maladies as “corporate lies” and we |elan Gandhi “bade his
followers to focus their anger and hatred on threie enemy - repressive economic and social stretu not people, but
nowhere is there the suggestion that the very tstreidn which we are implicated (the U.S. politieaonomy) begets
violence and repression. Of course this is a trelbpes advantagdt means that signers of the Pledge are able tk lin
spiritual principles with a practical course of &t without having to develop a general critiqueoof political economy,
without, in other words, having to be placed owtdide mainstream of American political thoug®t to put it quite bluntly,
it means that as protestors they are able to stakea position which avoids official pronouncemexst a deviant,
troublemaker, or radical. The Pledge looks liketgsb but it does not really challenge our politieabnomic institutions
and therefore contributes to their legitimationeTdppearance of political freedom within the Unigdtes, for example,
tends to be reinforced by their example. By workivithin the Pledge framework, we risk becoming Hageeautiful soul
who “lives in dread of besmirching the splendoiitsfinner being by action...in order to preserve plrity of its heart...it
flees from contact with the actual world and pédssis its self-willed impotence to give itself absantial existence or to

translate its thought into being®
The danger in preserving the purity of our heathim face of the national security state is nofpgynone of living with the
illusion of effectiveness, it is, ironically, becamg complicit in repression. We are moving in tdesngerous direction in

several ways. Although these tendencies are ndinashto the Pledge movement, Pledge organizer$aammore explicit
about their politics; therefore their writings asctions serve as useful illustrations. Let us prtten, these tendencies.
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Nonviolence and Peace: A Dangerous Focus

Pledge organizers make it very clear that all thoke choose to participate in civil disobedience srquired to take a
“day-long introduction to the philosophy and methad nonviolence” or nonviolence training. Partatipn is conditional
on the acceptance of a particular philosophy, éedliinto a set of “nonviolence guidelines” (listedlow). TheHandbook
does not reveal who determined what the guidelmasld be, but it does state that all who sign tlesige “will abide by
the following guidelines of nonviolence.” Given tbeganizational strength of the Pledge, smalleepmhdent groups or
unaffiliated individuals who do not share the potit philosophy of Pledge organizers frequentlydfithemselves, at
demonstrations, confronted with the dilemma of egitigoing along with a strategy which they do nodase and
sometimes oppose or directly challenging Pledgeriitoes,” which not only undermines the possibilitf/a unified front
but also makes smaller, isolated groups more vabierto state repression. Although Pledge orgasigay that they are a
“leaderless” organization committed to a “femimsbcess” and “small autonomous groups,” decisiokintpand analysis
is strictly top-down, with the organizational rédatship between the national decision-makers (#nealyst group” and
“signal group”) and grassroots “affinity groups”mgaring much like a “chain of command.” The ran§adaiion available
to the smallest of local groups is set ahead ottiny the official leadership. The Pledge organargtiin short, is
hierarchical, highly centralized, and distrustféilmmn-Pledge affiliated solidarity activists withthe general population.
One cannot help but notice that its structure tsnmach different than the political structure oé thinited States.

Why the rigidity and elitism? The answer may lighe fact that the nonviolence guidelines, whiclvae¢o protect property
and censor all expressions of anger toward thogehald power, are an affirmation of republican aagitalist values. The
guidelines are less a mode of resistance thanahew guide for protestors to earn the respectaifistream society, the
privileged white middle class. At a time in ourtbiy when many of our cherished ideals appear hwlRledge organizers,
unwittingly, are attempting to keep the movemeatfrcrossing that historical threshold whereby weobge “the other” -

the troublemaker, the deviant, the leftist frindes communist, or whatever the term is that stiggeatand disciplines the
revolutionary thinker. The guidelines, independgfithe intentions of Pledge organizers, becomedaeplinary measures
to control and contain protest

Nonviolence Guidelines

1. Our attitude will be one of openness, friendlsjeand respect toward all whom we
encounter as we engage in our witness againstitdeBvention in Central America.
We will use no violence, verbal or physical, togvany person.

We will not damage property.

We will not bring or use any drugs or alcoholestthan for medicinal purposes.
We will not run - it creates panic.

agkrwd

The need to resisind be a respected member of society on the parteafgel organizers leaves them no room to be other
than the gentle and the good protestor. What eradrge their writings is a conception of a persoattis one-dimensional,
abstract, and perverse. For example, we may asswahéo be a person is to be capable of actingcaoraance with a
socially accepted set of rules such as understgriiimplications of one's personal actions onlifeechances of others,
and of exercising self-restraint in the interesthef health of the community and environment. bhésause we understand
that afully capablehuman being may act in accordance with a givefeilesand may nothat we express such attitudes
as love, resentment, trust, hate, and respectif®ranother. Whether | love someone or hate soméame,respecting that
personas a human being who is capable of acting in aceattl a set of ruleand who may therefore be held accountable
to those rules. | may hate President Reagan whhetidve that he favors policies knowing that theffiét pain and injury

on the poor while they assist the rich in obtainengn greater privilege. Implicitly | am invokindyaed standards of
fairness, equality, and justice which | endorse tanghich | believe, the President, as a fully ddpduman being, ought to
be held accountable. Now if | learn that Presid@dgan were truly ignorant of the effects of hikges - that he is poorly
educated and uninformed, my feelings of hate walircinish. But my feelings would still be based oy raspect for him
as a fully capable person. On the other handwiéile to learn that President Reagan had suffer@id damage as a child
and had never been capable of acting in accordaitbea socially prescribed set of rules, | would be able to consider
him a fully capable person and my feelings of hataild be inappropriate. We do not hate trees oydhés because we
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cannot hold them responsible; we only hate, resaumdt, respect, and love people for their actiand we do that in the
context of what we believe their capabilities dteis in light of our respect for a person's cafiiés that we distrust,
resent, or hate (among other attitudes) that pefoa point is that the expression of negative atdtitowards someone
and the expression of respect for someone as ampésanot contradictory; they are not contrary esses Similarly, if we
were to act unfriendly toward a bank presidentryia civil disobedience at a bank, it would be bseawe consider that
person asubject,capable of acting in accordance with social stedslithat we endorse. It would be one very small ofay
holding that person responsible for him or hersétting unfriendly toward someone could quite pbksibe the most

appropriate way of expressing respect toward thegqn?’

By denying us the opportunity to express negatttitudes towards those whom we encounter, Pledgeniers limit our
opportunity to judge the actions of powerful elisgginst our own values and our own standards. @aheyin effect, letting
responsible people off the hook. Outside the fddrridding in San Francisco during a symbolic bladk, Pledge monitors

scolded one demonstrator for calling a police effitwho was arresting a non-Pledge protestor quitghly) a fascis€®
Presumably, real fascists could not be so idedtif\urderers cannot be called murderers. Statesldmelbook, The truly
nonviolent will not have “enemies'...the true eregmdf our human family...[are] man-made structureBut with U.S.
political and economic structures never specifiad aritically evaluated and with no enemies to conf, our outrage,
finding no direct expression toward accountable &nrbeings, melts into resignatidror without responsible people to
confront, there is no responsibility. There is ootigis.

One effect of this abstraction is the drift, likeetbeautiful soul, toward an apolitical purity. @pialism in this setting tends
to become personal and private only. It seeps imtitutions separated from centers of power, sashhe church, the
synagogue, or ashram. Our principles of unity ahdleness are not pushed toward the center of tmenemity and held.

Instead, our life-giving principles are expressedhe deepest recesses possible, in the darkesisran the most private
and isolated chambers, quietly, silently, in mdditg in prayer, and in the unconscious mind. Ani ithere that they are
nurtured and visited. And ironically, we becomeitsphd dichotomized as we go into the public wodisguised as

mainstream citizens blending into the mainstreaaddess, only to reappear at night and on weekengisy and chant, to
eat organic foods, to talk of peace perhaps, etoup literature tables in parks and on streetarsr Rallies become
solemn, downbeat affairs sprinkled with prayer, reats of silence, dreary singing (“all we are sayiisggive peace a
chance”) and where in hushed tones we are remithdédve have no enemies, that we are whole, andvitheghe earth.

Winning the approval of responsible middle-classfegsionals is costly. Positions which might initeir sharp rebuke
tend to be avoided. Prior to a radio interview,dgke activists in Santa Barbara, California cautibagroung woman who
had returned from a visit to El Salvador not to tise phrase “U.S.-sponsored terror.” We tend tdt ghir focus,
particularly as New Agers, from the political teetbultural. We tend to think of the health of oolifical economy in terms
of our own personal health and well-being. Thisasto say that the cultural is separate from thiipal but it is ominous
when we substitute the body for the body politimay be of little consequence that we know madveut which herbs ease
constipation than we do about which corporate @#is explain a given set of public policies. Busiterribly significant
when as spiritualists we become far more concewidd physical injury than with spiritual death, tlaffocation of our
ability to express ourselves critically, imaginafiy artistically in ways not yet clearly compreled - of our ability to
become revolutionary. It is significant that thentenonviolence has become the watchword of our mave: and not the
term used throughout most of the world, the ternichvisignifies the creation of space for the expgwesanity of both body
and soul in the modern era, the tdifperation.

But the issue is greater than falling short ob&iation movement. The issue is one of unintendeabticity. First note the
shift within the nonviolence movement itself. Martiuther King, Jr., by the time of the Birmingharangpaign (1963),
which was called Project Confrontation, had decidetito depend upon the value of moral appealtébs of submitting
to surreptitious cruelty in thousands of dark ¢alls and on countless shadowed street cornergg Kaid, the nonviolent
resister “would force his oppressor to commit histality openly - in the light of day - with thegteof the world looking
on.” Adds, Stephen Oates, his biographer, “provonatvas now a crucial aspect of King's nonvioldrategy.” The point,

King emphasized, was “to dramatize the gulf betwpmmise and fulfillment...to make the invisiblesiile.” The point

was to create a situation in which political andreamic elites, through their agents such as thiegolould commit their
crimes in broad daylight so that the reality ofifpcdl economic structures and the responsibilityhoman beings within
them could be made clear. In the campaign that Kiexer lived to complete, his advisers recalled thveere going to

confront the economic foundations of the systemdemandeforms” (emphasis added).
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King's philosophy of nonviolence stands in markedtrast to the nonviolent strategy of Pledge omgnsi Today, the
pretense that situations are unstructured andfttieaidliness and openness (moral appeal) is this lmdéissocial change is
made a unifying principle. Relationships of powad aesponsibility remain mystified and unclear. flionor what King

sometimes referred to as “creative tension” (butwimence) was once thought to have been necessa&xpose the hidden
structural realities of racism, militarism, and pay. “We merely bring to the surface the hiddemsten that is already
alive...injustice must be exposed, with all thesten its exposure creates...” “Nonviolence is @ffe;” King summarized,
“if it's militant enough, if it's really doing sonféng.” The nonviolence guidelines of the Pledg¢emnded to avoid conflict,
are at odds with King's nonviolence which was offesigned to provoke conflict, to create tensiamw # identify human
beings who treat others contemptibly. So, strandké/confrontational dimension of King's strateuy, direct criticisms of
capitalism, or his suggestion that the United Stageon the wrong side of a world revolution arengnts of a critical
analysis that are often dropped by many today whdf@nd of invoking his name. Instead, those whentdy with King

today are more likely to bring forward his emphasis nonviolence, his love for his enemy, his peesance, and the
religious backdrop that seemed to nourish hisipsliKing, the revolutionary, has been exorciseidgKthe spiritual leader,

has been embraced. And the dichotomy, dreadftdly,deen protected.

Thus, if there is one tendency that weds Pledgeiststwith other spiritual activists today, ittise rejection of conflict and
tension as a political strategy. Instead therehés dcomplete embrace of the concept peace. Indbedietm “peace” is
somewhat ubiquitous. There are marches for peau®ed for peace, veterans for peace, peace resoemters, peace
days, peace bumper stickers, and so on. It isdhigcpl equivalent of the happy face logo, whishniot so bad if that is all
that is meant. After all, who is not in favor ofr@ore relaxed, open community? But the danger is dha unreflective,

unqualified quest for peace may become a moveroagitrhinate all conflict. And here we come to taxcof the matter.

The vision of peace which guides us, which everyseemingly endorses, is nowhere, to my knowledpellesd out.

Conveniently, it is not situated and remains aldtrahat is, there is no discussion or attempt to tiflervhat forms of

tension, anxiety, opacity, indirectness, and cohfire inescapable and ineliminable features ofhtl@an condition and
which tend to suffocate the human spirit or, if yoefer, are forms of violence. The concept of pebandied about is
sterile and empty; it is situation-less. One musspme that it is an extension of the terribly alistic model of human
activity which animates the Pledge movement, aavoriwhich there are no enemies, no hate, no resrit- just the truth
of love and human dignity.

The use of the consensus process by Pledge merabdrsyany other activists as well, illustratesdhagers in assuming
that real world conflict is due alone to aggressilasires, uncontrolled anger, or some other formviafing thinking.
According to theHandbook,consensus is “a process for group decision-makinygwhich an entire group of people can
come to an agreement. The input and ideas of aicfmnts are gathered and synthesized to arriva fnal decision
acceptable to all.” As opposed to voting, whichdisneans by which we choose one alternative frorarak” consensus
“is a process of synthesizing many diverse elemtagsther.” The goal, to give everyone an oppotyuta express him- or
herself is laudable. But the situation in whichdamentally competing political perspectives areoitiiced - the situation
in which there is a great deal of anxiety and donfindpotential growth- has been pushed aside. Suppose someone like
myself were to participate in a Pledge meeting supghose that person in the interest of contributintpe movement were
to (carefully and respectfully) introduce some loé¢ ttritical ideas thus far delineated. Accordingcémsensus rules, any
individual who objects to a proposal on “moral grds” (I trust that includes strong political objecis) may ‘blocK’ the
consensus, thus forcing more discussion and syisth&syone who has been at a meeting of twenty-fivenore people
that stretches late into the night because of tteng convictions of a “blocker” knows how diffidut is for anyone to
sustain an unfavorable position. The consensusepspcwhile it may provide more space for those whare the
assumptions which underlie a given position, tendsolate, derogate (the term blocker is pejoggtiand eventually grind
down the position that enlightens and inevitabltutibs.

What is missing? The concept peace is itself isitenwith the process of change. Whites who weregmally confronted
by blacks in the 1960s and held accountable foisthele expressions of racism (for using the teotored for example),
men confronted by women in the early 1970s forrteekism within the context of personal relatiopshior students who
challenge their parents (and vice-versa) on palitizounds will recall that the introduction of cpeting perspectives and
the subsequent modification of assumptions requirengedand, at times, quite anguishing discussions, perleaen
over years. The challenging of one's identity inesl a great deal of anxiety because the movememuorelationships
and understanding are not without loss and notowitipain.Change, fundamental change, is not peaceful; ¢oisflictual
because it requires the persistent and rigorousaade of competing ideas which initially appear vijnaintenable A
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proposal to fundamentally modify the consensus ggsaould not be adopted when using the consemsusss. (“We
alienate some by acting, just as we perhaps exchmiee who don't “believe' in consensus processi¢ Riedge
organizers.) The option reserved for those wholehgé the Pledge framework is the same: excludituch like the New
Ager who, when pressed to clarify his or her asdiomp, cuts short the discussion because of “baggri Pledge
organizers will suppress serious intellectual comtation and debate in the interest of preservimgrélict-free mode of
decision making.

The suppression of conflict within an organizatioay serve only to diminish the ability of membefshat organization to
think critically and act boldly. But when abstracttions of peace are used by self-appointed manttodampen conflict at
points of protest across America, Abstract Spilists risk working in complicity with authoritiesithe repression of
protest. Let us outline the steps:

1. In order to avoid conflict and to act in an operd friendly manner, Pledge organizers coopetafe With
the police and local officials when organizing dewsimations. (In Concord, California, one groupgesta
explicitly in their Covenant of Nonviolence, “We wshow respect for the police.”) Police are netifiin
advance of the time, place, and number of peopdding to be arrested. The police, at the demoistraite,
typically cordon off a specific area with yellovibbions in order to identify an area in which demiatsts are
not permitted to go. Those wishing to be arrestethtcross the yellow line and are arrested. Whiig t
scenario does not hold in every instance, it isoffakerly, disciplined, and nonviolent situation auifor.

2. This cooperation with authorities by the auttiesi themselves is encouraged. Symbolic blockades a
much less likely to disrupt “business as usual.alrecent civil disobedience, for example, nineldads of
peace activists “blocked” the gates of the Roclatd=linclear weapons plant in Boulder, Colorado eetw
5:30 and 10:30 am. Yet “no cars or trucks were @nézd from entering the plant...[although] two kaitad

to wait a half hour to enter and two other drivéesided not to cross the blockad®.In Oakland, California
officials at the Oakland Airport asked leadersha €Contragate Action Committee, a group seekingitwove
the CIA airline Southern Air Transport from Oaklabg means of disruptive but nonviolent direct actid
they would forgo their plans in favor of “doing ests.”

3. Many who believe that “doing arrests” is lessottiedience than it is accommodation and who seskige

the political costs of low intensity warfare thrdugonfrontation and disruption are viewed by Pledge
organizers either as “aggressors,” or as an extersfithe “heavy-handed authority” found in everydiée,

or as “masculine oppressors” or other terms whafdtto invalidate militancy. The violation of peazan
never be valid. For Pledge organizers and many eeativists, therefore, the concept of peace as a
conflictless society serves as a license to intenand stop actions which they believe are poténtielent.

In Northampton, Massachusetts, following the ineasif Grenada, demonstrators turned up in unexglycte
large numbers to protest the appearance of a Gmagressperson who had expressed support of thsiam

The large crowd of demonstrators had achieved aisual degree of militancy and sense of empowerment.
Non-pledge organizers were planning to attemptednefrate police lines (a quite feasible goal gittes
disproportionate number of demonstrators) and énterthe building in which the Congressperson vaisng
received. At that moment, Pledge activists who Ib@eh notified by the police and who identified tiseiaes

as “peacekeepers” interceded. Linking arms thegdsidith police against the demonstrators. Unwilltng
break through a line of Pledge activists who haehbeintil that time, their allies, the demonstratmceded.
Peace was preserved. And property was protecteidhvettcording to the “peacekeepers,” was the reason
they were called. Activists in the 1980s know tieidhe a common situation.

Perhaps we do believe that the nonviolent perssmbaenemies and that repressive structures, opleeare responsible
for the crimes we witness. Perhaps we will go ®agjitengths to cooperate with authorities in otdeavoid conflict. It may

be the case that many of us want to treat everyathefriendliness and respect all the while knowthgt if authorities treat
us violently, we shall not resist and if they tredher demonstrators violently we shall bear nolevib witness. And

perhaps, in spite of the violence perpetrated amplee we do promise not to damage property. Okaye.PNVe are

nonviolent peace activists. But when we intercede‘@eacekeepers” and stop the action of protedterause it is

confrontational while at the same time we fail  tie same to agents of the state whom with our eyes we watch
commit violence, then we are peacekeepers of &phkat species. We are peace officers, we are golic
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To a more disinterested observer, might it not apge bit Orwellian for us to make it a practicecmnsult with the
authorities, to cooperate with the police in cugomilitancy, to permit violence to be done to ownobodies while we
promise not to damage property, all the while wespnt ourselves to disaffected citizens as thegplefiresistance?

An Alternative Approach: Politics Without Knees

I have charged that Congressional Technocrats astt@ct Spiritualists are escaping politics; tisatnhile having superbly
trained our critical sights on a number of impottareas (such as environmental degradation, nyiliteervention abroad,
patriarchy, and nuclear proliferation), they hawdlefl to train their critical sights on the fundarts assumptions
undergirding our political and economic institutloWe tend to believe that we live in a free coumiiat is governed by
consent, which means of course, that we have freafjorsed or consented to our laws. Therefore, weenin two
directions when we are greatly outraged by what @auntry is doing. We attempt to use the democriatitutions
available to us (Congressional Technocrats) or alleattention to policies which we feel are unj(esten though they may
have the consent of the governed) by, as resplctslpossible, violating laws generally relatedhte implementation of
those policies (Abstract Spiritualists). We terdgrefore, to identify with and respect the workrefmbers of Congress and
the police more than we do confrontational demansis. We believe that it makes sense to work withe rules to which
we have freely consented and that if one choosdewiate from those rules, then that person desdovbe punished.

The purpose of this book, essentially, is to enageryou, the reader, to reflect upon and criticaligess your political
beliefs. The implication is that many of our bediefuch as the one which suggests that we arermgaéry consent, are not
justified. Why then do we hold them? People, gdhgrare neither dupes nor dopes, but we do nedxklieve in what we
have got to doThat is what ideology helps us to do. It providegasonable set of beliefs that match up witHithiéed job
opportunities within a given set of power relatioips. During the feudal era, serfs believed thatrthtation in life was
God's will. It would have been quite difficult feerfs to accept our beliefs concerning individuakflom even if they were
“liberating” because to do so would have made @eexlingly difficult for them to carry out the tasia serf, to perform
the only role available to them given the set ofiporelations at that time. We face the same pasdént today. It is much
easier and painless for us to be critics of our wfdife so long as we do not do anything that wibnrake it difficult for the
army of workers to perform their assigned taskscéOwe do cross that threshold, however, we areongelr escaping
politics, we are becomingplitical. Let us probe this line of reasoning a bit more.

Robert Henri in 1918 wrote, “I have no sympathyhvitie belief that art is the restricted provinceéhafse who paint, sculpt,
and make music and verse. | hope we will come toraterstanding that the material used is only mafdl, that there is an
artist in every man; and that to him the possipitif development and of expression and the happioégreation is as

much a right and as much a duty to himself, astoaf those who work in the especially ticketed w&$* That all men
and women are essentially creative and that ituisduty to ourselves to express ourselves cregtigehn idea which |
think most of us share. Virtually everyone dans@sgs, writes poetry, paints, or draws. We arer#alde army of artists
busily creating in oupff time. It is strange that we do not consider theetiand space to be creative a need that must be
satisfied. But then again, we live in a world acliog to John Locke and Adam Smith, not Robert Héffhile each of us
has the capacity to create, we cannot satisfy mative need as workers unless we have control @mwework-lives and to
do that we must own, perhaps with others, our toblsroduction. But we live in a society where firévate ownership of
productive property is called freedom and wherew people own most of the productive property; dimation of 236

million people, the means of production are owngdabgroup no larger than the population of Den@wlorado.22
Therefore,most of us have little choice particularly givere tiConstitution's protection of private property andr
endorsement of the Constitutibat to sell our creative capacity to those who @neductive property in order to live. Our
un-reflective acceptance ttieir notion of freedom compels us to accept the prismpitonditions of work. Our creative
need becomes a curse.

This obviously gives owners great power over ogative capacities and great power over how we sgpoearselves and
over who we are. Many “radicals” have noted thisvporelationship and have based a critical assassafecapitalism

upon it. But it is difficult for the radical, aswaorker to sustain his or her beliefs. As Williamr@olly points out, “The

worker must be punctual, obey the commands of t®s,badjust work rhythms to the pace of the machirecept wages
as the incentive to work, live up to the termstwd tvage contract, and adjust overt attitudes ahavier in a thousand
ways to established rules, norms and expectati@se’ can try to be a dissident and a worker asdimee time but “if there
is no chance of finding a role consistent with smeal beliefs” then one's political commitmenaliiways at odds with what

83



Towards an American Revolution

one does, thus eroding one's own sense of integrignds and co-workers tend to feel resentmettoatrayal if what they
do is implicitly repudiated by frequent politicammentary?2

Under these structural pressures we tend eithlat tour radical critique slip into private memomydagradually adopt the
beliefs appropriate to our work lives: “the relatioetween owner and worker is one of free exchar@ewe may hold on
to critical insights in those areas where we hawgpert at the same time that we affirm the basigndoess of our
institutions by adopting beliefs appropriate to thkes we play within them. Congressional Techniscnaay, for example,
deplore U.S. intervention in Central America, attha same time adopt the belief that economic grasvin the interest of
all without seriously exploring the notion that exgion of the private econonmgquiresstate support of economic and
military aggression in Central America. AbstracirBpalists may, for example, deplore the violeweeried out by the state
and at the same time adopt the belief that prodndith advanced industrial societies must necegshgl organized in
authoritarian and routinized ways without serioustploring the notion that the relatively privilegeniddle-class standard
of living within the United States requires theleiat extraction of workers' labor on a daily basis.

One virtue of doing political work through the hlilg of a movement is that it is sometimes posdiblearify these rather
complicated relationships of power in a way thaiffiems, publicly, what many people already knevi Wwere afraid to say.
At times, dramatic and public forms of resistanogewer and liberate in ways that essays simply aada. When our

grievances go unexpressed or remain unclear bethegecannot be linked to their structural sourge,often withdraw

from political activity and become resigned to guto®y the system as it is. Often when ordinary ficas are challenged
and confronted, debate and conflict over the apatgmess of such disruptions helps us to conngtgoevances to their
sources simply because we are compelled on suasiotrs to probe more deeply the assumptions anerstacidings that
we share. This is not to suggest that all confitioriais healthy. It is, rather, to suggest thab&political is to become
strategist. It is in this context that | would like advance the following proposal. | believe itkes contact with the
Congressional Technocrat's interest in electorditigey the concern of Abstract Spiritualists wittonviolence, and the
belief of many other critics of our way of life thae need to contest the way the average citizéneaged with contempt.

An Example

Prior to the 1984 presidential election, Frances Piven and Richard Cloward, in their effort to istgr the millions of
unregistered “clients of the welfare state,” sdidttthey hoped to “increase the electoral parttmpaof people at the
bottom, and to politicize the terms of their pap#tion.” We can anticipate once again that sinslarious efforts will be
made to encourage voter registration of the peaplbe bottom. But it may be worth considering ttit most effective
way of increasing the electoral participation ofgh citizens is to politicize the terms of partitipn bychallengingvoter

registration.

It is important for those who would focus their Bneon registration campaigns to recall James Madssunderstanding
(in Federalist No. 10), noted earlier, that thebpeon confronting the Framers in designing the darigin was how to
“secure...private rights against the danger oftida, and at the same time...the spirit and fofrpapular government.”
The solution arrived at, you will recall, was aideswhich so fragmented political power that it i@dbe difficult for the

majority to “discover their own strength and actimson with each other.” The Framers' lack of @stice in the ability of
the “people at the bottom” to think or act as eitig is the source of contempt that is felt by #wstof millions of

Americans who today are altogether outside thengotiniverse and whose “active alienation,” accaydim Walter Dean

Burnham, is “on a scale quite unknown anywhere ielske Western world24

Personal registration legislation, ostensibly idihto prevent ballot box stuffing, was introdugedrban areas at the turn
of the century and was erected as a barrier todeplee ethnic and working-class voter. It represgfist one of several
changes in the rules governing electoral activitye poll tax, the literacy test, “white primariesyid a variety of municipal
reforms were others. At a time when cities wereob@ng vital centers of economic life and in somstamces when city
officials were siding with workers by refusing teeupolice to protect strikebreakers, elites weglpwising these kinds of
reforms to weaken the political influence of blackgrarian populists, and immigrant workers andliminate the partisan
possibilities of political parties and urban ma&sn

Comparison studies, as is noted below, suggest dbatform of voter registration obligations may baiquely
undemocratic. Moreover, research developed by KB¥iillips and Paul Blackman reveals that votergtegtion does not
prevent fraud. Therefore, without calling into qums the contempt for the underclasses which isresged by voter
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registration, organizers of registration campaigmaittingly construct the pathology of the “apatbetoter.”

Much like the Freedom Rides of the 1960s whichlehgked the legitimacy of specific laws, we needmf of resistance
which directly challenges the legitimacy of perdoremistration requirements. | have called thetsggp outlined below
Freedom Voting

The purpose of Freedom Voting is to alter or alhotise practice, as we now know it, of voter registm. The process
would consist of the mobilization of those peopleWwhom voter registration is a clear barrier téing. The homeless, for
example, who find it very difficult to vote giveregistration requirements and whose political nemds great, would

become ideal Freedom Voters. Freedom Voters, #dtgal consultation and resistance training, woutgnapt to vote

without first having registered to vot&ndoubtedly the effectiveness of Freedom Votirould be enhanced if it were used
in the context of a program with several componenth as proposals for twenty-four hour voting eekend voting and a
slate of candidates (within the Rainbow coaliti@ntfaps) pushing at the boundaries of electoratig®lby endorsing a host

of redistributional program®

The resulting arrests would politicize the termgtadir political participation in a particular wa&rrest of this nature in
sufficient numbers could reveal the contradictioh aur democratic system, namely that it works whesrtain

constituencies are disenfranchised (recall Trildigtr arguments to this effect in Chapter 5). Mirchihe way that Martin
Luther King, Jr. sought to make the invisible visit-reedom Voting could make our electoral processtempt for people
without property quite visible. For all the world see, police would be dragging away the poorestunfsociety for
attempting to vote.

The process could also be initiated in the cont#xpresidential primaries so that 1) the actionsld¢de linked to a
progressive party coalition (such as the RainbowliGon) and candidate (such as Jesse Jacksorthe2ssue could be
politicized in several states over a prolongedqukr8) others would be encouraged to participatuagteeding primaries as
the process was repeated and as momentum built4atide presidential candidates, and citizens gdigerwould be
compelled to come to grips with the bias interoabtir electoral process.

It would be important for the participants, andexsally candidates that headed the movement, tdycthe reasons behind
the action. Points similar to the following could imade:

1. The United States is alone in placing the orfuggistering on the individual citizen. All othdeveloped
countries produce voting lists and do not leave the individual to register as elector.

2. Our system of voter registration does not preveter fraud. If fraud is the reason for voteriségtion we
would do well to follow the example of other coue$. Accurate registers are considered so impoitant
“Canada, for example, that the length of Canadiactien campaigns is determined by the time deemed
necessary to enroll the electorate.

3. While foreign systems differ from one anotheeaily, they all share a vital willingness to accept
responsibility to initiate voter registration, uiyaegistering 90 to 99 percent of the voting-ggepulation
and have fairly high voter participation rates.

4. Several nations, such as Australia, have cormopulsegistration. It is similar to our own compuigo
military registration for males eighteen years géaThe point here is to illustrate how as a nati@nare
capable of accepting compulsory registration arat tur government is capable of administering saich
program.

5. The simplest way to register voters and notrabstvoter participation is the process of regisge@as one
36
votes=?

The repeated (within the context of a presiderngiahary) arrests of thousands of the poorest ¢iszattempting to vote
would not only make clear that the U.S. governnur@s not permit the enfranchisement of all it eitig, it might broaden
the range of debate to include such critiques dg&Waean Burnham's that, “the American politicgdtem is...significantly

less democratic today than is any other Westeritigalsystem which conducts free electiod.Hopefully, the national
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self-awareness that actions of this sort might helgenerate would channel the political alienattdimany citizens into
the creation of more political space that wouldafial the political mobilization of the early 195@ivil Rights movement.
The important point regarding confrontational sgis is this: our political system was designeith wistrust and fear of
common people in mind. When we participate in eledtpolitics or established politics generally mest act in a dozen
subtle ways (registering to vote for example) thiadw deference to ruling elites. Agreeing to piéte in the current
political process does not empower us. Ratheenitinds us of how politically impotent we are, deour confidence and
self-respect and, consequently, discourages usfiname attempts to engage in politics. Therefbefpre we participate in
the system, we must challenge the beliefs thatnliede- the beliefs that say we, the “common pedghould not have an
active, powerful voice in the structuring of ourds.

In August of 1987, the FBI fired John Ryan, a tweomhe year veteran of the Bureau, because he ckfissdegin a
“domestic security/terrorism investigation of thet&tans Fast For life.” Stated Special Agent Ryhbgelieve that in the

past members of our government have used the FRuUédl dissent, sometimes where the dissent wasanad. | feel

history will judge this to be another such instahé&yan's refusal was a confrontation to and a sbemancipation from a
system of which he had been an integral part flong time. We need to make that challenge morenofAnd we need to
do it together. It sounds strange to our politieat because we do our politics in a spirituallyddeaciety where our
involvement is scorned. But we must struggle, nogless, to acquire a clear conception of our credteedom and our

responsibility to exercise #
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Chapter 7 The Need for Revolutionaries

The figure of a labourer - some furrows in a ploedliield - a bit of sand, sea and sky - are sergugects, so difficult,
but at the same time so beautiful, that it is irte®rthwhile to devote one's life to the task giregsing the poetry
hidden in them.

- Vincent Van Gogh

The people, sir, are a great beast.
- Alexander Hamilton

Prior to his resignation, Richard Nixon had beemngd by his legal counsel John Dean, that thereaxacer growing on
the presidency. During the recent celebration of@anstitution's bicentennial, again the term cahee again been used to
characterize the health of our political instituo Both Daniel Sheehan, chief counsel for the sfibrinstitute, and I.F.
Stone have said, in reference to the Iran-ContfaiA{see Chapter 5), that a cancer lies deep mwithé bowels of our
constitutional government. Sheehan argues thatcdrater needs to be removed so that we can refubhretprinciples set

out in the Constitution and so that we can resteehealth of the body-politik.

My argument is fundamentally different: private peoty and production for profit, which is protecteyg the Constitution,
is the source of the cancer. The problems whictr@agle Sheehan and others emerge in part outGirestitution which
enables relatively few people to control of our k#ives and our resources, which tends to insuytsieate power from
public pressure, which compels us to act in naryoself-interested ways, and which strips away teds of community
and sets in its place the impersonal relationdefrharket. The Constitution, in this period of de| invites the private
control of public policy and given the corporatexdoation of public policy it should hardly surpriaayone that the largest
corporate owners apply the most efficient and irspeal methods in their effort to protect their peige and power.

One may counter that in spite of its defects, tlengiitution remains the last best defense agaihshe repressive
tendencies outlined in this study thus far. No disagrees that the Bill of Rights protects somepfedrom the federal
government some of the time. However, the Condiityigiven its protection of property rights ansl deference to private
power, cannot live up to its own standards. We oangmlistically expect, for example, the federavgrnment to live up to
the 14th Amendment and guarantee equal protectidord the law for both corporate owners and peegiese daily
subordination contributes to greater opportunit@scorporate expansion and enhanced revenues whih the federal
government itself depends. The shield against ségression which the Constitution provides indisits has never been
large enough to protect the victims of capitalisittieir attempt to organize an alternative politeeonomy, particularly
abroad where from a Constitutional viewpoint ordgaurces, not people, exist. If we seek to exphadind of protection
which the Bill of Rights affords some people thea meed to talk more about the oppression whichpolitical economy
requires and the repression the Constitution permit

Furthermore, we need to understand that a defénSertitutional protection without a clear andsty indictment of the
way in which Constitutional provisions protect corgte interests abroad, particularly death squéditycis also a defense
of the very narrow definition of the self which @afism is based upon. We should keep in mind ihit an obligation

under international law, as articulated within tRaremberg Protocols, to restrain one's governmeah fengaging in
criminal conduct. It is in this spirit that we muestpose the contradiction within the Bill of Rightglon't think we can be
reminded too often of the simple truth, as statggiogressive activist Brian Wilson, that “the lvef people in the Third
World are worth no less than our own.” We needythrer words, to talk about moving beyond the pre§emstitution and
its definition of what deserves protection, anddodva new social order.

The point is this: we must accept our humanity, tbusiccept our humanity means that we must worlegain control our

work-lives, to build communities that are not stared by market considerations, to establish a barowus relationship

with nature, and to live our lives in a way thainisolidarity with the oppressed. To accept ohatmanity, then, means that
we must let the world know and feel who we are. Amete is precious little space in the United Stadelay for the many

progressive thinkers and caring people to livdeathiat they can genuinely endorse upon reflecteldon Wolin writes,

It is naive to expect the initiative for reform tife state to issue from the political process Heaves the
interests of political capitalism. This structuranconly be reduced if citizens withdraw and dirdwir
energies and civic commitment to finding new literhs. Toward these ends, our whole mode of thinking
must be turned upside-down. Instead of imitatingsthather political theories and adopting the stetehe
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primary structure and then adapting the activitytloé citizen to the state, democratic thinking dtiou
renounce the state paradigm and, along with itJitezal-legal corruption of the citizen. The oliizenship
must be replaced by a fuller and wider notion ahavhose politicalness will be expressed not ia ontwo

modes of activity - voting or protesting - but irmny2

In short, to accept one's humanity means to opejet many of the values and principles of the SEitution. And that is a
revolutionary act. As has been suggested throughbetstruggle that surrounded the establishmethefConstitution is
still on-going. We have yet to haear revolution.

Taking Back the Concept of Revolution

Walk through the shopping malls which have in meuays taken the place of neighborhood communitiesyau will see
what makes up the so-called “good life” in Ameri¥au will see the massive attempt to avoid the paomplexity, and
conflict of life that cannot be avoided. And youllveee the equally massive attempt to control plemsattempts that
become mindless stimulation once packaged. If yaetbrown hair and want to be blond, no problenyoli have blue
eyes and want purple eyes, it's easy. If you haveked teeth, tiny breasts, a bald head, droopg,eyea big nose, you
need not suffer the shame and undeserved ridieyldomger. Dyes, pills, creams, pads, straps, posydgprays, paste and
an army of surgeons can do the trick. No one n&eble the wrong shape or the wrong size. This ieéea: You can buy
your image. Just produce the cash and sign youerrare. Happiness is comfort and comfort is at fiogertips. You can
make hot days cool, cool days warm, and you cam take of all of your entertainment needs with fiipeof the remote
control switch. If you want those things which wilake your life a little easier, get a credit cards, indeed, a full
shopping bag is a full life.

But turn this artificial existence over and youlvgée the reality of domination and control. Cossithat richly colored
shawl woven by the Quiche Indians of GuatemalatherTexas Instrument calculator manufactured inktheios of El
Salvador, or the grapes you bought last week tleaiewarvested by farmworkers in the valleys of fGaiia. Stop and
think how these goods were produced, who ownedothra, the factory, the land? Who determined whaetthe workers
began, what time they ate and under what conditioeng worked? Who died of PCB and pesticide poisghiWho got rich
from this exchange and who was made poor? Andsleisid ourselves, is the right which entitles usvim and become rich
also the right to exploit those who must sell thigies in order to live? Is this right to transformature into things the right
also to separate ourselves from nature and frorh etdeer and from all that is spiritually alive? Vither at high school
football games or at the Superbowl, whether at plagy back alley or in the Olympics, whether invate industry or in the
Oval Office, our relations to one another are oizgaah around competition and conquest. Our fantagp stand out from
the rest, to shout in spastic frenzy, in some gmate place of triumph, “We are Number 1.” The chée see ourselves as
better than others or as less than what we araysedr thinness of generosity and a self-awarehassiocks imagination.

What happens to our integrity as citizens when gmvernment is compelled to lie, assassinate itffigadl opposition
abroad, condemn the World Court after it unanimpaskserted that our war against Nicaragua is atwl of the Geneva
Conventions? What happens to our bond to the iatemmal community when the United States sends amspo over
twenty countries which practice torture and coyedttempts to destabilize several dozen more? Agenot citizens
separated from the teachings of the world commyogyas we are separated from ourselves and femi ether and from
the discomfort, anxiety, pain, conflict, and strlegthat is an inescapable feature of simple lifepaBated from the natural
rhythms of pleasure and pain have we not constluateartificial existence organized around the néxi rhythms of the
machine? Images of being awakened by the birdeeordoster or the sun seem relatively quaint amdainMore genuine
for us is the morning that begins with alarms, eia#, traffic lights, and rush hours. Each day bee® an agenda dictated
by the clock; each week a unit of production; egear a measure of accumulation. Even our langueftgcts the erosion
of our humanity. We are increasingly machines #rat “turned-off,” “cooled-out,” “charged-up,” “bued-out”, “turned-
on,” and “programmed” or given “feedback,” “inputgt which send out and receive different kindsexiergy.”

What does this tell us about our sensitivity to esithy social relations? We live amidst massivejiradity. We don't really
care that most people have little power to alterabnditions of their lives. We refuse to acknowledhat the earth is dying
and that we are killing it. We play games with thest horrible weapons imaginable and actually stetake pride in our
ability to end life as we know it. Our unthinkinglebration of individual achievement and upward iitybworks to

damage the life-giving ties of kinship and the bondl community. Whether with regard to women or keos or people of
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color, we, as a nation, accept the systematic slifettion of human beings. We pretend not to undatsthe linkages
between our comfortable standard of living and diwatorships we impose and protect through arrnatéonal military
presence.

Signs that something is terribly wrong are everywwhigut the struggle to see ourselves as a freelgpeopl as superior
people forces us to look away, to deny our expedeand to repress what our experience means. Awdtsaighteous
indignation public officials admonish the Supren@mu@ nominee who smoked marijuana while they keégrination from
the public that would expose U.S.-sponsored tearat the criminal history of the Secret Team. Th8.Wrchestration of
the heaviest aerial war ever seen in the Ameridiascted against the civilian population of El Sader, is ignored while
the assassination of Marines in that same coustheld aloft as a banner of our innocence.

But the struggle to see ourselves as free and @mtds one that is self-defeating. For to deny esmtess what we see and
hear and know is to live in a purely invented wpidworld where reason must die and where stupiditgt reign. As
Nietzsche warned, restlessly, violently, headlakeg & river that wants to reach the end, we moweatd catastrophe.

It is against this backdrop of illusion and ill<at destiny that the perception of the life-givingpects of resistance,
struggle, and change is most striking. ConsiderNf@raguan revolution. The Sandinistas, followthg overthrow the
U.S.-backed Somoza regime in 1979 and the endinfprof years of dictatorship “embarked almost imiagely on a
program aimed at changing the basic social stracttiThe data on the accomplishments of the réiaiuas well as the
destructive effects of the U.S.-backed Contra ktd@ave been well documented elsewhere. | shalligeoyou with but a
glimpse of the picture. In health care, the Sasttsi reduced the infant mortality rate from 12151600 births in 1979 to
75 per 1,000 births in 1984. They eliminated pdljo1982 and sharply increased the number of héatffities, such as
hospitals, health centers, and health posts. 12 N8aragua received the UNICEF/World Health Orgation prize for the
Third World country that had made the greatest oupment in health. By 1984, however, the ContrakKkilged sixty-nine
health care providers and had destroyed fifty-mimral health outposts, three health centers, archospital. The economic
costs of the war in 1984 alone could have buil08,8ural health outposts, 196 health centers, entyfive hospitals of

200-bed capacity.

President Reagan, when initiating the U.S. embagainst Nicaragua in 1985, stated that the “pdic@&d actions
of...Nicaragua constitute an unusual and extraargtinhreat to the national security and foreignigyobf the United
States...” To be sure, the accomplishments of tlwarBiguan revolution marked the inception of a rage in Central
America for they provide new bearings for politieald moral life. But what is really provocative abdlicaragua and what
most stirs the imagination is the sense one gets the place that it is a country and a peoplesfamed. Nicaraguans
seem to be in touch with a spirit which we repregth a fascination for ideas and discovery whiaoh a@eny, and with the
excitement of self-transformation which we filtautolt is the sensuality that is youth and the @ridat marks an honest
life. Itis, in a word, a simple lust.

We, of course, cannot put all of this on Nicaradglze sensuality, pride, honesty, and lust of whisheak are particularly
dramatic and striking to North Americans who exgece them in sharp contrast to the deadening rEprethat defines
their native culture and politics. Nicaraguansstesl and won; it is not surprising that their coyrstimulates and excites
those who are needful of self-discovery. It happartie United States as well. The interviews divésts in the 1950s and
1960s by Sara Evans remind us that it is possibte hs well. Statements such as “...the work sddarbeen far more
gratifying than anything | ever anticipated,” leagithe movement “would be like living death,” or gb home at night
completely exhausted but very happy” are statemehish acknowledge that it is possible to be buaéde in the United

States by the sterile rituals we call freedom amhakcracy and electoral politiéd. picked cotton on a “harvest brigade” for
a short time in Nicaragua and | found myself cauptihe days and mumbling from time to time, “ThaésHho be hell on
earth.” But the good news of the Nicaraguan revmfutioesn't mean good times. Good news often meifficult times,
hard work, and intense challenge. But when oneopestands up for what he or she believes, andniedgaby another, and
another, then risks are taken and things begihange: That's good news.

In Nicaragua, | was able to experience for a monemt it feels like to participate in and win admation struggle. |
walked through the barrios of Managua and downydustpassable rural roads and saw barefoot childethey began
work with the rising sun. | spoke with a woman &r 70s who shared with me what it meant to hawalfinearned to read.
I noted with humility the graffiti that declares\é will never be slaves again.” | listened to tlergonal testimonies of
insurrection and of courage and of accomplishmesgnsed the expectancy of a peasant who expldiGadist did not die
for your sins, he died for his beliefs and we argpired by his example.” | studied the expressiba dirty-faced child,
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who is fourteen but looks nine, and who respondsnaisked if he goes to school, “No, but somedagpkehto.” | felt the
massive patience of an old man who when asked thgstle questioner if he had been brainwashed byS#indinistas
replied, “I don't know if my brain has yet been tved clean after fifty years of Somoza, but | hdgs my childrens' brains
will be washed clean and that you will help ushattstruggle.”

All of this helped me begin to understand the megrif U.S.-imposed dictatorship and of the dreaftedaevolution.
What | saw when | looked into the dark eyes of Kagaians were the eyes of people who once were thaderetched of
the earth, who have now stood up. With stubbornoéssll that was indestructible, the slaves havisem. That spirit of an
ongoing, magnificent struggle is thick in Nicaraglizhangs in the air. You feel it everywhere. Ysre it in their eyes. You
feel it in their patience. It grips your soul amadé¢s hold of you.

Stated ondrigadistaupon her return, “I learned love and hope, whightard to sustain now that I'm “home' in the U.S.
want to go back home - to Nicaragua.”

The barefoot revolutionaries of the world are téaghus that change is possible and that our betiefsreal. Perhaps the
single greatest failure of our Constitution and pwditical-economic system erected upon it is tihaccepts Hamilton's

notion of people as beasts while it rejects theewstdnding, articulated by Van Gogh and other, tthere is a hidden

poetry within all people that is worthy of discoyemhe failure of the Constitution is its rejectiof human beauty, its

rejection of life.

Let us pursue the thinking of Vincent Van Goghepdurther. | believe it has political relevancanVGogh said: “I want to
do drawings that touch people, so that peoplesayi of my work, "He feels deeply, he feels tendeWat am | in people's
eyes? A non-entity or an eccentric and disagreeabl®? Somebody who has no position in society?dest of the low?
I want my work to show what's in the heart of sacheccentric, of such a nobody. This is my ambitiés alive and
imaginative political people, it could be our antitas well. But then we would be revolutionaries.

Remember Which Side They Were On

Two hundred years after the writing of the Consitity, the terms “the power-structure” and “politieativist” are in wide

usage. They refer to camps of politically engagédens that are often opposed philosophicallyh# “Founding Fathers”
were alive today, which side would they be on? @phus answer that question, let us look at somedremight typify

each group.

Lee lacocca, head of the Chrysler Corporationpisenne who is a member of the power structure sHeresumably, good
at running a corporation, at making it efficierttgetting it to produce many things which can ble $or a profit. His skills
are highly valued in this society. In fact, in 198% received $20.6 million in salary, bonusesclstgrants, and stock
options. And he has stated that such extraordipalege is justified, even useful as a motivaibicentive in a free
society: “That's the American way. If the kids daspire to make money like | did what the hell d@®this country? You
gotta give them a role model, rightMany “experts” believed that lacocca would makgoad presidential candidate and
encouraged him to run for the office in 1988.

Benjamin Linder was someone who might have beersidered a political activist. We came to know Bart for his
accomplishments, but from the unusual circumstan€ess death. He was a North American engineer didanot want to
be like most engineers and work for the militargiistrial complex. Instead he was a volunteer woikéMicaragua who
helped bring electricity to remote rural villagéeite. He lived at a subsistence level. His salay paid by contributions
from other U.S. citizens like himself who were disted by U.S. policy toward the people of Centralekica. Although his
engineering skills may have been valued in the adhf$tates, his political attitude was not and mejttherefore, was his
work, at least within the context of establishmealues. “Why do the Contras kill those who bringhli to the city and
drinking water for the children?” he asked. “These Ronald Reagan's freedom fighters.” Ben wasetadgand then
murdered by the Contras, who in the bicentennialr ya&f the Constitution, were trained, supplied, aiected by the
government of the United States.

It is important to understand that the Framers weepolitical ancestors, not of people like Bendsr, but of people like
Lee lacocca. The Framers struggled with and dedethie Ben Linders of 1787. The Framers, contrarpdpular myth,
came from a very narrow and elite strata of socmdtych feared and distrusted common people. Ibtsceincidental that
Lee lacocca is thought of as a presidential caneligdnile Ben Linder is tracked down and murderedalggnts of the
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government of the United States. The life of laeogoves expression to the vision of empire andilpdge expressed by
most of the Framers. Linder's life gave expressioa kind of love and generosity which threatens subverts the way of
life the Framers established. The tension betweerisions expressed by the life work of lacocoa afLinder frames the
conflicts of our age and is a tension that is maeteessary by the Constitution.

David Viscott has written that because our enesgyniited, “it's wasteful to use it in any way eptén the pursuit of the
truth,” otherwise “we end up trying to justify whasimply not true.” And when we work to suppotitea especially if we
are unaware of doing it, “it becomes increasingffiadilt to tell what's real” and that “to give upe lie seems like losing a

part of ourselves®Are we capable of confronting the reality of whe @re, of not avoiding the pain of that confromtati
and of speaking the truth of that pain in ordegéd free from the myths and half-truths which maieprisoners of a
distorted reality?

Confronting the Beast

Not long ago | saw a sign on the wall of a natfioald store that said, “Stop Reagan's War.” At firflt good about it.
Perhaps because any political sign in a depolé@etigociety, particularly in a grocery store, wascammed. Yet the more |
thought about it the more | began to realize that sign represented where we are as a movemeaeeitted to capture the
essence of our political awareness. It seemed tguggesting that the latest military interventioaswthe fault of a
particular president, or administration, or paBut as Donald Pfost notes, the United States hasitfly intervened in the
sovereign affairs of the nations of Latin America @t least 120 different occasions...[in orderdsfablish and protect a

system of economic dependency beneficial to U.Snemic interests, particularly corporate inter&€tddight it not be
useful to think in terms not of individual presideer administrations but in terms of what “ourlipcal-economic system
requires?

Consider an indictment of U.S. foreign policy thaes beyond thinking in terms of individual presitde Edward Herman,
for example, in reference to “the sponsorship ofotést armies to invade Guatemala in 1954 (sudaBs€uba in 1961
(unsuccessful), and Nicaragua 1981-1988 (unsuad¥safere responses by the United States to “casesvolutions from
below, with governments coming into power that added the basic needs of a formerly depressedepnessed majority.”
Newly unleashed ideas of democracy and opportusitys Herman, “have been consistently horrifyind amolerable to
the U.S. elite. That elite is happy only with elitde and amenable clients...What if the massesthier countries of the

empire were to get the idea that they were notssszédy born to serve their mastes?”

Herman and others are suggesting that we can leeqbdain the 120 military interventions in Latin A&nica as well as the
scores of interventions in other parts of the warlten we understand that the U.S. political-ecoosyistem is not a
democratic system, that its power and wealth depepdn rule by a few and the subordination of tlenynand that the
people who run it are horrified by genuine demacratovements which aim to give majorities politiGald economic
power. Therefore, it is not Reagan or Carter or riéely or Eisenhower, necessarily, that is respomsibt a given

intervention. Rather it is a system - the ideasjes beliefs, and practices within it, that requsuch intervention for its
preservation. Presidents simply help manage thersyand try to maintain its political and econostiability.

Moreover, as we argued in Chapters 4 and 5, gerdéngcratic movements in this country are alsongefiby elites as
crises. We need to begin to explore the idea thathireads of injustice and corruption and repoesgiithin U.S. client
states run throughout our institutions here. Wedneeemphasize that many of the people within timitdd States and
within U.S. client states face a common power $tmecand experience similar forms of oppression.n&e a common
interest and we need to work together. Therefohesnwve speak of the torture and mass murder tkes alace within U.S.
client states let us also speak of the situatiodegfendent populations here. For example, the pexge of blacks in our
overall prison population has doubled since 19626@ercent. Blacks in this country go to prisorrenaften than blacks in
South Africa. The Public Health Service estimabtest every year prolonged exposure to toxic chemijahlsts, noise, heat,
cold, and radiation kills nearly 200,000 workerkeTleading cause of death of teenagers is suitdenty-five percent of
all children will be sexually molested before trarg eighteen. Two out of three poor adults are womfieenty-five million
adults can't read poison labels. An additional 3%an are functionally illiterate, all of which nas that the United States
ranks 49th among the 158 United Nation membergdraty. With regard to infant mortality, the UrdtStates ranks 18th.

Nine thousand Americans are killed yearly by conuia¢mreactor emissiorsThe National Academy of Sciences reports
that “The average consumer is exposed to pestieisidues...in nearly every food, including meatrydproducts, fruits,
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vegetables, sugar, coffee, oils, dried goods anst mmcessed foods? Information such as this leads us to conclude that
in some respects we are all dependent upon thsidesimade by corporate elites. It leads us toutigerstanding that
Santiago and the South Bronx are all part of threesaorporate empire. And so while unions are bewmsted and social
programs are being slashed, the right women hateio bodies is being challenged, affirmative @ttis being denied,
“voting rights” are being circumvented, and while ware all being monitored, F-16 fighters and M+iktaare being built,
and a 600 ship navy is being assembled so thaweron, penetration, forcible entry, assault, amoe can be as easily
carried out in Libya, Grenada, and Nicaragua asiitin Detroit, Oakland, and East L.A. The low n#i¢y warfare that is
being waged abroad to protect the system of pramtuédr private profit is being waged at home adl.we

Acquiring a More Real Identity

I can think of no greater task for activists todhgn to study the reasons why so many common pesylely a majority,
objected to the ratification of the Constitutione Whust understand the design and structure of ational institutions
before we can begin to understand what our goventiseaip to at home and around the world.

The Constitution was designed to ensure that thritaof citizens (without property) would not haa real voice in
political affairs and it is no coincidence thatttlimthe case today. And the Constitution was desigio ensure that real
political power in this country would always be dhé&ly the handful of very large property owners @rd no coincidence
that that is the case today. Simply stated, thes@otion was designed to protect the privilege podier of large property
owners and shatter the logic of the majority inaagua, South Africa, Guatemala, Chile, Newarkrdigtmost of the
South, most of California where soon the majoritly lae of Third World origins, and so many otheapés. The merchants,
bankers, and plantation slaveowners of 1787 hawerbe a global corporate clan of 1987. And | amraskiou how many
more plucked eyes and wrenched throats must wéagpary the villages of the poor before we figurd that Congress does
the dirty work of corporations and that respecifyletitioning those men and women can only be tbekvef imperial
citizens who are slowly dying.

The interpretation presented on these pages, fay,méll be one that is hard to accept. Criticisfitlee ideas, beliefs, and
values with which we identify generally are. Bulriay be helpful to ponder the validity of a Sogizen's remark that the
essential difference between the Soviets and Amesidés that while Soviet citizens often disbeli¢gveir propaganda, we
seem to fully accept ours. Take the war in South&sig. It was just a little over ten years agot tie armed forces of the
United States ended its killing of ovieur million people Yet government officials within the Reagan adstirdtion tell us

it was one of “our” finest hourkt Or take Lincoln, probably our greatest presidétis contribution was preserving the
union. But as we know, he was going to preserwvstit or without slavery. Now, do you believe thiag¢ tpreservation of any
country is worth more than the freedom of four ioillslaves? The Emancipation Proclamation was dignienarily out of
military necessity. Stated Lincoln near the endhef Emancipation Proclamation: “| further declangl anake known that
such persons, of suitable condition, will be reediinto the armed service of the United Statesatoigpn forts, positions,
stations, and other places, and to man vessel$ sdrés in said service.” As Vincent Harding cambs, “The heart of the
matter was this: while the concrete historical itiessl of the time testified to the costly, darirapurageous activities of
hundreds of thousands of black people breakingeléasn slavery and setting themselves free, thénijtigaat Lincoln freed
the slaves] gave the credit for this freedom to hatevRepublican president. In those same times wiack men and
women saw visions of a new society of equals, agarc voices pressing them against the American rUniowhite
supremacy, Abraham Lincoln was unable to see beffondmits of his own race, class, and time, arehthed of a Haitian
island and of Central American colonies to rid twmuntry of the constantly accusing, constantly leimging black

presence2 For whom is he the “great emancipator?”

Or consider Andrew Jackson, the “Father of Demactatle know that the Father of Democracy enslavethén beings
and was the first U.S. president to use troopsréalba strike. In addition, much like George Wagton, his early fame
came about because of his aggressiveness withdrégdilling Native Americans and his cunning iraing their land.
Also, Jackson as a military leader had developeefi@ative way of dealing with the high rate of deg®n. He suggested “
whipping for the first two attempts, and the thinthe, execution.” As Howard Zinn points out, “If ydook through high
school textbooks and elementary school textbook&nierican history you will find Jackson the fromman, soldier,
democrat, man of the people - not Jackson, theebtdder, land speculator, executioner of dissidasitliers, and

exterminator of Indians.” For whom is he the FatbieDemocracy®2
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The question is one of moving beyond a politicalremmy that rests upon the assumption that massecuality is natural
and functional. Early in the 19th century when @hiesisted Great Britain's “free trade” policy @ving opium shipped
from India to China, John Quincy Adams argued @faiha's resistance was “an enormous outrage ugorights of human

nature, and upon the first principles of the rightsnations.24 The same arrogance disguised as natural law wratess

much of U.S. foreign policy today. | think it is partant that we let go of these sorts of mythshat we can be free from
the lie, from the need to distort reality, and frtim need to identify with a set of assumptions aaldes simply because
we inherited them. It would do us well, | beliewe, identify with the slaves, not the slavemast&i@. we work in the

tradition of and are inspired not by Washingtorffeison, and Lincoln, but by Denmark Vessey, FratteDouglass, and

Harriet Tubman, slaves who by virtue of their resise and their solidarity with the oppressed esq@d what it meant to
be human.

We Are In Danger

The American Constitution of 1787 was explicitlgigeed to prevent the emergence of an internalgsign and
accountable political power structure. James Madisoite properly referred to it as “our feudal cditgtion.”

- Walter Dean Burnhamt2

We the people have control over neither politicat rconomic power. We are a dependent populatieh.us have no
illusions about the government of the United Stakedlowing World War 1l, when the military, econ@enand political
strength of this country knew no historical parallee government quite explicitly, and one coudy $everishly, struggled
to maintain its relationships of disparity with mad the rest of the world. Efforts by indigenousople to move in the

direction of modest reform and democratization wevighout sentimentality, crushéd.Now the American Empire is in
decline. The government of the United States, @aetily in light of liberation movements both atrhe and abroad, has
revealed a kind of desperation. The suggestionexample, that the embattled and impoverishee litdtion of Nicaragua
(whose population is equal to that of greater Busiooses a security threat to the United Statespeo@s to Hitler's
suggestion that Czechoslovakia was “a dagger pbiatehe heart of Germany” and that the “aggressiss” of the Poles
threatened the Third Reich. Domestically there Haeen a variety of recent attempts to strengtheratility of the U.S.
government to repress dissent. Gregory Shank leaifieéd the following expressions of what he célfis “criminalization
of dissent”:

* Reagan's 1980 blueprint for conservative governmmeocdommended the abolition of restrictions on ddioes
intelligence work and the renewal of congressiopahels on internal security. The blueprint alsoedrghat
national security requirements and the quellingt#rnal disorder take precedence over individibarties.

* The term “street crime” has been developed as dde evord for domestic law and order. In 1981 foaraple,
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, Warren Burgeferred to “street crime” as “day-by-day terroriSrhaw
violators were called domestic terrorists. “Burgeplicitly called for a law and order campaign tnbat the
internal and external problems which were reduthegUnited States to “the status of an impoteniespcWhat
was needed was a War on Crime that raised it tgtdtas of the War on terrorism.”

« Along with the massive cuts in social programs Wwhitas the effect of pushing many within the activis
communities of the 1960s and 1970s (blacks, stgdewmen, Hispanics and working people generatiy)he
margin of society, the Reagan administration hap@sed limiting constitutional protection of indiuals from the
federal government. These proposals included trekergng of “rules excluding use of illegally seizeddence,
the right to counsel of individual defendants, thght to trial by jury, and the precept of “innotemtil proven
guilty' " and the advocacy of preventive detention.

« Efforts are underway to widen the definition ofneimal conduct to include “potential disrupters bé&teconomic,
political, and ideological rule of global capitahttempts have been made to “vastly enlarge thetewsubversive
and counterterrorist roles of intelligence agenties

* There are campaigns to “build more prisons, lengtned maximize the severity of prison sentencestrale social
service alternatives to imprisonment, enlarge agiteb equip police forces, and vigorously reintrelthe death
penalty.”

* Senate Bill 1762 signed into law October 12, 19&tmpts “preventive detention” for federal defendant
considered “dangerous” and legalized unwarrantedcheand seizure of people and vehicles by custiffitsals
suspecting violations of currency transaction laws.
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* H.R. 6311 redefined terrorism as a “violent actic(uding violence against property and personstiwbappears
to be intended<193>to influence the policy of tlwwvernment by intimidation or coercion.” Shank notieat by
this definition demonstrators that push down arche@nce in order to hold a sit-in at a nuclear poplant could
be prosecuted as terrorists. And rewards up to $800could be paid to informers.

* Senate Bill 2626 (introduced but not yet passedfahis writing) could “imprison Americans for up ten years
for supporting or acting “in concert with' interioaial “terrorist' groups or nations designated hmy $ecretary of
State.” Moreover the defendant would not be ablechallenge the Secretary's designation of the grasip

“terrorist” in courtl?

Not unlike other periods of protest in U.S. histaifizens working in solidarity with the peopleE@entral America have
come under attack by the federal government. Grdssman notes that “U.S. citizens have been dehgdight to hear
ideas, express differences, travel freely anywiretbe world, be safe in their homes, and remage fif harassment.” One
legal vehicle the federal government has usedpmess dissent has been the McCarran-Walter Acs@olaim 1952) which
allows the government to prevent “aliens” who aterfimunists, anarchists, gays, affiliates of comstsnor those who
“advocate international or governmental doctrinearld communism' ” from living in the United Sest. More recently
we find that El Salvador's notorious security feree “death squads” have been terrorizing civilianghe United States.
Most troubling is the fact that the FBI has sharedlligence about Salvadoran activists in the ehiStates with the death
squads. Investigators of the death squad attackheinLos Angeles area note that the evidence ‘saike disturbing

question of whether the death squads are usingrf@ligence to terrorize residents of the Unitedt&s.”28 The point is
this: when we understand the attitude of the Franmwvard common people, when we understand thatdher of elites
can be legitimized by our ignorance of what islgegbing on, and when we know that the rest ofvtloeld knows what our
secret government and their secret teams are doitighat the secrets are kept only from us, themase conclude that the
real enemy of the corporate power structure is\therican people because the day is coming you avilil $ay, “Enough.”

In many ways we are like the proverbial frog whisttapable of jumping out of boiling water if sudtedropped into it,
but which boils to death if the temperature of Weer is slowly and steadily increased. We needctoresolutely and in
new directions: We have to let go of our own selfi@eption (that is nurtured by our everyday invateat in political and
economic life) which tells us that we are not cdpalf really governing ourselves, that each of sigust some human
aparatus put here to serve others, to work forrethte be used, whose own ideas are of no valukwdio ultimately is
incapable of participating meaningfully in a systefnself-government. To act resolutely and to mavaeew directions
means that we have to declare that our ideas andiedom are as good as that of the rich and pawdtfmeans that we
have to declare that we know what our needs ardtatdve cannot and will not be involved in relagbips any longer in
which we are held in contempt. The self that séchettes going to work because the job is mindéesgsents being lied to
by government officials or poisoned by our air avater and food or is offended by what the goverrinderes in our name
with our money is the self that needs to be rewdate allowed to step forward and speak in a elitioice. It is the self
of self-respect. It is the self of liberation. §tthe self which constitutional values have put didar 200 years and it is the
self that must emerge before political analysis paldical organizing can begin.

But constitutional values run through us in waye thire unclear and in ways that we shall discordrséruggle with for the
rest of our lives. And so we have a need to beltbae resolute and radical action is prematurgag®@y unnecessary, and
perhaps even wrong. Moreover, for each of us tdadedthat we are not the contemptible being embedidi¢he mind of

the Framers is to confront in a thousand diffengays the shared values and institutional practidfethe broader social
order. To move in a direction which frees us frdma lie that common people are contemptible is rsszég conflictual and

painful. And so there is a great deal of pressurai®to avoid pain, to scramble back to our oldities, and to doubt
ourselves. The concept of peace, so central to @wyrmovements, helps us to do this. It is a palit@oncept which

projects an abstract vision of a better world & same time that it gives space to our fears, ¢ae 6f leaving our

confinement and of discovering that perhaps thenEra were right. The concept of peace permits kb back and to
accept the Framers' values in the name of respecttier people.

Let us keep in mind the following: to say that we &r peace in the abstract means that we migtitinkingly align

ourselves with elites who will scream “bloody murdéhe moment the repressive peace is disruptepdmple getting off
their knees. If we are to identify with the 17,08@o-workers laid off this year, poor kids who Hadir milk money cut
from the federal budget, black teenagers who féicpescent unemployment, battered women, Vets dgfragent orange
poisoning, or gays confronting the AIDS epidemi& would not be asking for peace. We would be askingchange,
radical change. The peace which harbors situatidrappression - “drug addiction, alcoholism, mernlakess, crimes of
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violence, and all those thousands of instancesspair which will never be entered in the hospitsiords or the police
blotter because they have been safely containesbtigty's instruments of control” is a peace whialst be disturbed. As
Howard Zinn has stated, to the extent that a gewem remains unjust, “it should have trouble goiregri Our elitist

government should have trouble governing not bexaves simply become rebellious but because we sesystem for
what it is, refuse to collaborate, and declareuptoacts of confrontation, which lead to rigorongamizing and long-term

planning, that we believe in ourselves and ouovisand are capable of taking charge of our es.

Beginning It Now

Whatever you can do or dream you can, begin it.dBeds has genius, power, and magic in it. Beginoil.
- Geothe

The purpose of this book is to make the point gating this country does not mean going back toviddaes of the
Framers. Rather it means expressing our valuemekns letting the world know and feel who we arevédoping

confidence in ourselves is not easy. We live imantry where we are taught that only a few peopdegéfted or talented or
are special in some important way. We are taugthitk in a way which permits, for example, thengst 1 percent of the

population to hold greater wealth than the bottofnp@rcent of the populatic® So the doubts about what we can
accomplish are reinforced, perhaps, by acute strestof inequality. One of the greatest creativeds that ever lived was
Ludwig Van Beethoven. On one occasion, in a vegramoment, Beethoven refusing to play his musicafprince, wrote
the following message: “Dear Prince, what you gy are through chance and birth. What |1 am, | arough myself.
There have been and there will be thousands otesinBut there is only one Beethoven.” And yet @ deathbed,
Beethoven turned to a friend and asked, “| did heeertain talent, didn't 1?” For Beethoven andusy the doubt is false.
The belief is real.

So here we are. Watched over. Infiltrated at mgstiiMonitored at work. Spied on when we come baakfNicaragua or
Cuba. Legislated at instead of self-governed. Itrifzated in not so subtle ways. Poisoned and exparied on. Assessed
and ordered about by rich white men who are coramgt really not very much alive. And at each tumm just about each
day, we are exploited, lied to, ripped-off, presgedvork harder, extorted, and generally held intempt. And when we
resist, when we organize, or when we stand up aydns, we are repressed, fined, assaulted andrdxttollowed,
censored, photographed, wire-tapped, lie-detectady-tested, ridiculed, insulted, stigmatized, baeal, left unemployed
or underpaid, and increasingly made to speak Hnglis

But you know, things are going to chanéé.We are going to stand up because we know who we \&le are the
enlightened souls of history who disturb, upsed apen ways for a better understanding. The Dosilfalse. We are
restlessness, hunger, and lust. We are a greadeiof resolve. The doubt is false.

We state the bare facts and let them sing. Wehar@érfection of sensuality and we dream of cetelgahe fierce joy of
victory and that dream is real. We are luxuriartyplwe are sin; we are god; we are transcendengahilynAnd we shall
turn the page of history. The doubt is false.

We ride on some undiscovered spirit. We are unarnwesdiors, we reverberate with shattering force. &k the stars and
nothing can stop us. The doubt is false.

We have the capacity to ennoble. We are voicesgtand steady. We are defiant, rebellious. The digufalse.

We have been told all our lives that we can't cleaagything, that you can't fight city hall. At eyeneeting there is
someone who always makes a case why we shoul@ matizal - it will alienate someone, we are noadyg, we need to
educate a little more, read a little more, get mownbers. Well, you can always make the case rim¢ tadical. But don't.
It's a lie. The doubt is false

We are activists. We are liberators. We are reimtatries. We are here on earth in this hour of dargd we must move
beyond the vision of the Framers to express our. &nd that belief is real.
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Appendix A The Constitution of the United States oAmerica

We the people of the United States, in order tanfer more perfect union, establish justice, inswmaelstic tranquility,
provide for the common defense, promote the genegedfiare, and secure the blessings of liberty tocselres and our
posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitufmr the United States of America.

ARTICLE |

SECTION 1. All legislative powers herein grantedlsbe vested in a Congress of the United Statbghwshall consist of
a Senate and House of Representatives.

SECTION 2. The House of Representatives shall lmeposed of members chosen every second year byeth@epof the
several states, and the electors in each statehshva the qualifications requisite for electorgtof most numerous branch
of the state legislature.

No person shall be a representative who shall ae¢ lattained to the age of 25 years, and been seags a citizens of the
United States, and who shall not, when electedrbi@habitant of that state in which he shall besem.

Representatives and direct taxes shall be appedi@mong the several states which may be includtédnwthis union,
according to their respective numbers, which dbaltetermined by adding to the whole number of frersons, including
those taxed, three-fifths of all other persons. atieial enumeration shall be made within threesyaéter the first meeting
of the Congress of the United States, and withierggubsequent term of ten years, in such manntregsshall by law
direct. The number of representatives shall noteesicone for every 30,000, but each state shall lsvieast one
representative; and until such enumeration shalinbee, the state of New Hampshire shall be entittedhoose three,
Massachusetts eight, Rhode Island and Providenameta®ions one, Connecticut five, New York six, Néarsey four,
Pennsylvania eight, Delaware one, Maryland sixgiiia ten, North Carolina five, South Carolina fiead Georgia three.

When vacancies happen in the representation fromstate, the executive authority thereof shall ésauits of election to
fill such vacancies.

The House of Representatives shall choose thestkgp@nd other officers; and shall have the soleep@f impeachment.

SECTION 3. The Senate of the United States shatldmeposed of two senators from each state, chogéneblegislature
thereof, for six years; and each senator shall baeevote.

Immediately after they shall be assembled in comsece of the first election, they shall be dividgedequally as may be
into three classes. The seats of the senatorsedfir8t class shall be vacated at the expiratiothefsecond year, of the
second class at the expiration of the fourth yaad, of the third class at the expiration of thdtsiear, so that one-third
may be chosen every second year; and if vacanaigselm by resignation, or otherwise, during thesead the legislature
of any state, the executive thereof may make tearg@ppointments until the next meeting of thedkgure, which shall
then fill such vacancies.

No person shall be a senator who shall not haaénad to the age of 30 years, and been nine yegitizen of the United
States, and who shall not, when elected, be arbitaima of that state for which he shall be chosen.

The vice president of the United States shall lesident of the Senate, but shall have no vote,sartleey be equally
divided.

The Senate shall choose their other officers, dsu apresidenpro temporejn the absence of the vice president, or when
he shall exercise the office of president of thétdthStates.

The Senate shall have the sole power to try allemsphments. When sitting for that purpose, theyl df@lon oath or
affirmation. When the president of the United Stasetried, the chief justice shall preside: Andpeoson shall be convicted
without the concurrence of two-thirds of the menshanesent.

Judgment in cases of impeachment shall not exteritiefr than to removal from office, and disquadifion to hold and
enjoy any office of honour, trust or profit undéetUnited States; but the party convicted shalkertéeless be liable and
subject to indictment, trial, judgment and punishimaccording to law.

SECTION 4. The times, places and manner of holdlegtions, for senators and representatives, bagrescribed in each
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state by the legislature thereof; but Congress atany time by law make or alter such regulati@xsept as to the places
of choosing senators.

The Congress shall assemble at least once in geary and such meeting shall be on the first Moriddyecember, unless
they shall by law appoint a different day.

SECTION 5. Each house shall be the judge of thetieles, returns and qualifications of its own memshband a majority
of each shall constitute a quorum to do businassatsmaller number may adjourn from day to dag, raay be authorized
to compel the attendance of absent members, inreacdiner, and under such penalties as each housproagie.

Each house may determine the rules of its procgsdipunish its members for disorderly behavioud, anith the
concurrence of two-thirds, expel a member.

Each house shall keep a journal of its proceediagd,from time to time publish the same, excepsinch parts as may in
their judgment require secrecy; and the yeas ayd ofithe members of either house on any questiali, st the desire of
one-fifth of those present, be entered on the @lurn

Neither house, during the session of Congressl, stittiout the consent of the other, adjourn forrenthan three days, nor
to any other place than that in which the two hews®ll be sitting.

SECTION 6. The senators and representatives si@dive a compensation for their services, to bertsoed by law, and

paid out of the treasury of the United States. Thlegll in all cases, except treason, felony anddireof the peace, be
privileged from arrest during their attendancehat session of their respective houses, and in goiregnd returning from

the same; and for any speech or debate in eithesehohey shall not be questioned in any othereplac

No senator or representative shall, during the tiarewhich he was elected, be appointed to anyl affice under the

authority of the United States, which shall haverbereated, or the emoluments whereof shall haga bereased during
such time; and no person holding any office under United States, shall be a member of either halusiang this

continuance in office.

SECTION 7. All bills for raising revenue shall origte in the House of Representatives; but the tSemay propose or
concur with amendments as on other bills.

Every bill which shall have passed the House ofrBegntatives and the Senate, shall, before it bes@taw, be presented
to the president of the United States; if he apprdne shall sign it, but if not, he shall returnwith his objections, to that
house in which it shall have originated, who skaller the objections at large on their journal, prateed to reconsider it.
After the bill is reconsidered, it shall be sergdther with the objections, to the other housewhich it shall likewise be
reconsidered, and if approved by two-thirds of tmatise, it shall become a law. But in all casesvtites of both houses
shall be determined by yeas and nays, and the nafrthe persons voting for and against the billllsha entered on the
journal of each house respectively. If any bill lsin@t be returned by the president within ten daindays excepted)
after it shall have been presented to him, the sstraé be a law, in like manner as if he had sigihedgnless the Congress
by their adjournment prevent its return, in whicse it shall not be a law.

Every order, resolution, or vote to which the canence of the Senate and House of Representatigesrding to the rules
and limitations prescribed in the case of a bill.

SECTION 8. The Congress shall have the power tafay collect taxes, duties, imposts and excisegayothe debts and
provide for the common defence and general welfdréhe United States; but all duties, imposts ardises shall be
uniform throughout the United States:

To borrow money on the credit of the United States:

To regulate commerce with foreign nations, and agrtbe several states, and with the Indian tribes.

To establish an uniform rule of naturalization, amiform laws on the subject of bankruptcies thioug the Untied States.
To coin money, regulate the value thereof, andrdifin coin, and fix the standard of weights andsnees.

To provide for the punishment of counterfeiting Heeurities and current coin of the Untied States.

To establish post-offices and post-roads.

100



Towards an American Revolution

To promote the progress of science and useful bytsecuring for limited times to authors and irtees the exclusive
rights to their respective writings and discoveries

To constitute tribunals inferior to the supremertou

To define and punish piracies and felonies comuhitte the high seas, and offences against the lanatains:

To declare war, grant letters of marque and rep@sa make rules concerning captures on land atdrw

To raise and support armies, but no appropriattananey to that use shall be for a longer term tenyears.
To provide and maintain a navy.

To make rules for the government and regulatiothefland and naval offices.

To provide for calling forth the militia to executee laws of the union, suppress insurrectionsrapdl invasions.

To provide for organizing, arming and disciplinitige militia, and for governing such part of themnasy be employed in
the service of the United States, reserving tostlhées respectively, the appointment of the officand the authority of
training the militia according to the disciplineegcribed by Congress.

To exercise exclusive legislation in all cases whaver, over such district (not exceeding ten nslgsare) as may, by
cession of particular states, and the acceptan@oofiress, become the seat of the government dfiited states, and to
exercise like authority over all places purchasgthle consent of the legislature of the state ifctvithe same shall be, for
the erection of forts, magazines, arsenals, docisyand other needful buildings.

And,

To make all laws which shall be necessary and prigwecarrying into execution the foregoing poweasd all other powers
vested by this constitution in the government efthited States, or in any department or officergbf.

SECTION 9. The migration or importation of such qmrs as any of the states now existing shall thioper to admit,
shall not be prohibited by the Congress prior ® yhear 1808, but a tax or duty may be imposed ch suaportation, not
exceeding 10 dollars for each person.

The privilege of the writ ohabeas corpushall not be suspended, unless when in caseshefliom or invasion of the
public safety may require it.

No bill of attainder oex post factdaw shall be passed.

No capitation, or other direct tax shall be laidegs in proportion to the census or enumeratiorihdrefore directed to be
taken.

No tax or duty shall be laid on articles exportezhf any state.

No preference shall be given by any regulationashmerce or revenue to the ports of one state ¢wesetof another; nor
shall vessels bound to, or from, one state, begebBlio enter, clear, or pay duties in another.

No money shall be drawn from the treasury, butdnsequence of appropriations made by law; and@aegtatement and
account of the receipts and expenditures of allipuoney shall be published from time to time.

No title of nobility shall be granted by the Unit&tdates: And no person holding any office of profittrust under them,
shall, without the consent of Congress, acceptngf@esent, emolument, office, or title, of anykiwhatever, from any
king, prince or foreign state.

SECTION 10. No state shall enter into any trealjarece, or confederation; grant letters of margue reprisal; coin
money; emit bills of credit; make any thing butdy@ind silver coin a tender in payment of debtss geny bill of attainder,
ex post factdaw, or law impairing the obligation of contracts,grant any title of nobility.

No state shall, without the consent of Congresg,ailay impost or duties on imports or exports, excgpat may be

absolutely necessary for executing its inspectéams| and the net produce of all duties and impdais,by any state on
imports or exports, shall be for the use of thadtey of the United States; and all such laws dieBubject to the revision
and control of the Congress.
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No state shall, without the consent of Congressatey duty on tonnage, keep troops, or ships ofivéime of peace, enter
into any agreement or compact with another statejith a foreign power, or engage in war, unlegsiaty invaded, or in
such imminent danger as will not admit of delay.

ARTICLE II.

SECTION 1. The executive power shall be vested jmesident of the United States of America. Heldhald his office
during the term of four years, and, together whign tice-president chosen for the same term, béeeles follows:

Each state shall appoint, in such manner as thsldggre thereof may direct, a number of electexgjal to the whole
number of senators and representatives to whictdie may be entitled in the Congress; but noteewoa representative,
or person holding an office of trust or profit undee United States, shall be appointed an elector.

The electors shall meet in their respective statrd,vote by ballot for two persons, of whom onéeast shall not be an
inhabitant of the same state with themselves. Aey shall make a list of all the persons voted doij of the number of
votes for each; which list they shall sign andiégrand transmit sealed to the seat of the govemtof the United States,
directed to the president of the Senate. The peasidf the Senate shall, in the presence of thet8eand House of
Representatives, open all the certificates andvittes shall then be counted. The person havingyteatest number of
votes shall be president, if such number be a ntpjof the whole number of electors appointed; #ritlere be more than
one who have such majority, and have an equal numbeotes, then the House of Representatives simatiediately
choose by ballot one of them for president; ambifoerson has a majority, then from the five higloesthe list, the said
House shall, in like manner, choose the presidat.in choosing the president, the votes shallaken by states, the
representation from each state having one votepaugn for this purpose shall consist of a membanembers from two-
thirds of the states, and a majority of all thetestashall be necessary to a choice. In every @i, the choice of the
president, the person having the greatest numbegotes of the electors shall be the vice presidBnt. if there should
remain two or more who have equal votes, the Sestet choose from them by ballot the vice-presiden

The Congress may determine the time of choosingléneors, and the day on which they shall givér thates; which day
shall be the same throughout the United States.

No person except a natural born citizen, or aeitinf the United States, at the time of the adoptibthis constitution,
shall be eligible to the office of president; neitlshall any person be eligible to that office, vgiall not have attained to
the age of 35 years, and been 14 years a resididam the United States.

In case of the removal of the president from offioe of his death, resignation or inability to diacge the powers and
duties of the said office, the same shall devolveh® vice president, death, resignation, or itgbiboth of the president
and vice president, declaring what officer sha#énthact as president, and such officer shall acordawgly, until the
disability be removed, or a president shall betelbc

The president shall, at stated times, receivei®sérvices a compensation, which shall neithéntireased nor diminished
during the period for which he shall have beentetcand he shall not receive within that periogt ather emolument
from the United States, or any of them.

Before he enter on the execution of his officesheall take the following oath or affirmation:

“I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that | will faithfly execute the office of president of the Unit&t@ites, and will to the best
of my ability, preserve, protect and defend thestitution of the United States.”

SECTION 2. The president shall be commander infafithe army and navy of the United States, anthefmilitia of the
several states, when called into actual servidh@fUnited States; he may require the opinion, fitivg, or the principal
officer in each of the executive departments, ugoy subject relating to the duties of their respeobffices, and he shall
have power to grant reprieves and pardons for offergainst the United States, except in casespgfachment.

He shall have power, by and with the advice andennof the Senate, to make treaties, providedtiids of the senators
present concur; and he shall nominate, and by atictise advice and consent of the Senate, shatlimppmbassadors, and
all other officers of the United States, whose apipeents are not herein otherwise provided for, arfdch shall be
established by law. But the Congress may by law thesappointment of such inferior officers, asythigink proper, in the
president alone, in the courts of law, or in thadwof departments.

102



Towards an American Revolution

The president shall have power to fill up all vadas that may happen during the recess of the &ebgtgranting
commissions, which shall expire at the end of theixt session.

SECTION 3. He shall, from time to time, give to fBengress information of the state of the uniorl @@Tommend to their
consideration, such measures as he shall judgesageand expedient; he may, on extraordinary amesisconvene both
houses, or either of them, and in case of disageaetmetween them, with respect to the time of adjment, he may
adjourn them to such time as he shall think propershall receive ambassadors and other publicstaisi he shall take
care that the laws be faithfully executed, andlstlahmission all the officers of the United States.

SECTION 4. The president, vice president, andidil officers of the United States shall be remo¥eam office on
impeachment for, and conviction of, treason, bsiber other high crimes and misdemeanors.

ARTICLE llI.

SECTION 1. The judicial power of the United Stat&sall be vested in one supreme court, and in siehor courts as the
Congress may, from time to time, ordain and esthblThe judges, both of the supreme and inferiartspshall hold their
offices during good behavior, and shall, at staietks, receive for their services a compensatiomichv shall not be
diminished during their continuance in office.

SECTION 2. The judicial power shall extend to albes, in law and equity, arising under this comsoin, the laws of the
United States, and treaties made, or which shalhbde under their authority; to all cases affecangbassadors, other
public ministers and consuls; to all cases of adityiand maritime jurisdiction; to controversieswhich the United States
shall be a party: to controversies between two arenstates, between a state and citizens of anstidier, between citizens
of different states, between citizens of the satat sclaiming lands under grants of differentestatind between a state, or
citizens thereof, and foreign states, citizensubjects.

In all cases affecting ambassadors, other publitsters and consuls, and those in which a statelshaarty, the supreme
court shall have original jurisdiction. In all thether cases before-mentioned, the supreme coultt Isdnee appellate
jurisdiction, both as to law and fact, with suclteptions, and under such regulations as the Conghedl make.

The trial of all crimes, except in cases of impemneht, shall be by jury; and such trial shall bedhielthe state where the
said crimes shall have been committed; but whertooimitted within any state, the trial shall besath place or places as
the Congress may by law have directed.

SECTION 3. Treason against the United States slwadbist only in levying war against them, or in adhg to their
enemies, giving them aid and comfort. No persoti §igaconvicted of treason unless on the testimoinyvo witnesses to
the same overt act, or on confession in open court.

The Congress shall have power to declare the pomeishof treason, but no attainder of treason skatk corruption of
blood, or forfeiture, except during the life of therson attained.

ARTICLE IV.

SECTION 1. Full faith and credit shall be giveneiach state to the public acts, records and judici@eedings of every
other state. And the Congress may by general laascpbe the manner in which such acts, records pamceedings shall
be proved, and the effect thereof.

SECTION 2. The citizens of each state shall beledtto all privileges and immunities of citizemsthe several states.

A person charged in any state with treason, felongther crime, who shall flee from justice, amdfbund in another state,
shall, on demand of the executive authority of stete from which he fled, be delivered up, to bmaeed to the state
having jurisdiction of the crime.

No person held to service or labour in one statdeuthe laws thereof, escaping into another, stmatlonsequence of any
law or regulation therein, be discharged from ssetvice or labour, but shall be delivered uponnelaf the party to whom
such service or labour may be due.

SECTION 3. New states may be admitted by Congméssthis union; but no new state shall be forme@rected within
the jurisdiction of any other state, nor any staeformed by the junction of two or more statespants of states, without
the consent of the legislatures of the states corde as well as of the Congress.
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The Congress shall have power to dispose of anderalikneedful rules and regulations respectingtéingtory or other
property belonging to the United States; and nathinthis constitution shall be so construed agrgjudice any claims of
the United States, or of any particular state.

SECTION 4. The United States shall guarantee toyestate in this union, a republican form of govaent, and shall
protect each of them against invasion; and on egipdin of the legislature, or of the executive (witlee legislature cannot
be convened), against domestic violence.

ARTICLE V.

The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both house deem it necessary, shall propose amendmeritéig@onstitution,
or on the application of the legislatures of twirdh of the several states, shall call a converftioproposing amendments,
which, in either case, shall be valid to all ineeahd purposes, as part of this constitution, whéfied by the legislatures
of three-fourths of the several states, or by catigas in three-fourths thereof, as the one oratfer mode of ratification
may be proposed by the congress: Provided, thamnmendment which may be made prior to the year 1868 in any
manner affect the first and fourth clauses in timthnsection of the first article; and that no sfatithout its consent, shall
be deprived of its equal suffrage in the Senate.

ARTICLE VL.

All debts contracted and engagements entered litfmre the adoption of this constitution, shallasevalid against the
United States under this constitution, as undectmdederation.

This constitution, and the laws of the United Statdich shall be made in pursuance thereof: andredties made, or
which shall be made, under the authority of thetéthiStates shall be the supreme law of the landitlzen judges in every
state shall be bound thereby, anything in the dorisin or laws of any state to the contrary nohstanding.

The senators and representatives before-menti@meddthe member of the several state legislaturesali executive and
judicial officers, both of the United States andtleé several states, shall be bound by oath amaifion, to support this
constitution; but no religious test shall ever kguired as a qualification to any office or pultfiast under the United
States.

Ratification of the conventions of nine states lldh@ sufficient for the establishment of this ctitugion between the states
so ratifying the same.

Done in convention, by the unanimous consent of3tates present, the 17th day of September, itye¢he of our Lord
1787, and of the independence of the United Statésnerica the 12th. In witness whereof we haveshato subscribed
our names.

[Names omitted]
Articles of Amendment
AMENDMENT 1.

Congress shall make no law respecting an estabdishof religion, or prohibiting the free exerciseiteof; or abridging the
freedom of speech or of the press; or the righthefpeople peaceably to assemble, and to petihiergovernment for a
redress of grievances.

AMENDMENT 2.

A well-regulated militia being necessary to thews#yg of a free state, the right of the people ¢z and bear arms shall not
be infringed.

AMENDMENT 3.

No soldier shall, in time of peace, be quarteredrig house without the consent of the owner, ndinike of war but in a
manner to be prescribed by law.

AMENDMENT 4.
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The right of the people to be secure in their pesshouses, papers, and effects, against unreds@®iches and seizures,
shall not be violated, and no warrants shall issuteupon probable cause, supported by oath onadfion, and particularly
describing the place to be searched, and the pemsahings to be seized.

AMENDMENT 5.

No person shall be held to answer for a capitadtber infamous crime unless on a presentment dctment of a grand
jury, except in cases arising in the land or ndwedes, or in the militia, when in actual servige time of war or public
danger; nor shall any person be subject for theesaffence to be twice put in jeopardy of life omli; nor shall be
compelled in any criminal case to be witness agaiimaself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or jprrty, without due
process of law; nor shall private property be takerpublic use without just compensation.

AMENDMENT 6.

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shalbgrhe right to a speedy and public trial, by apamtial jury of the state
and district wherein the crime shall have been citad) which district shall have been previouslgeatained by law, and
to be informed of the nature and cause of the atimus to be confronted with the witnesses agalrist; to have
compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in &®f, and to have the assistance of counsel fatdfense.

AMENDMENT 7.

In suits at common law, where the value in contrsyeshall exceed twenty dollars, the right of s jury shall be
preserved, and no fact tried by a jury shall bentiise re-examined in any court of the United Stalban according to the
rules of the common law.

AMENDMENT 8.
Excessive bail shall not be required, nor excedsnas imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishmeafiisted.
AMENDMENT 9.

The enumeration in the constitution of certain tigkhall not be construed to deny or disparagerstretained by the
people.

AMENDMENT 10.

The powers not delegated to the United Statesdygdhstitution, nor prohibited by it to the stai® reserved to the states
respectively, or to the people.

AMENDMENT 11 (1798).

The judicial power of the United States shall net donstrued to extend to any suit in law or equitynmenced or
prosecuted against one of the United States, tnen# of another state, or by citizens or subjettny foreign state.

AMENDMENT 12 (1804).

The electors shall meet in their respective statad,vote by ballot for President and vice predidene of whom at least
shall not be an inhabitant of the same state widmselves; they shall name in their ballots thesqervoted for as
President, and in distinct ballots the person véteds vice president; and they shall make distiats of all persons voted
for as President, and of all persons voted fories president, and of the number of votes for eadtich lists they shall
sign and certify, and transmit, sealed, to the séahe government of the United States directeth®president of the
Senate; the president of the Senate shall, in tesepce of the Senate and House of Representatipes, all the
certificates, and the votes shall then be courtteglperson having the greatest number of vote®rfesident shall be the
president, if such number be a majority of the whaolimber of electors appointed; and if no persore lsaich majority,
then from the persons having the highest numbeexneeding three, on the list of those voted foP@sident, the House
of Representatives shall choose immediately, biphdhe President. But in choosing the Presidiet votes shall be taken
by states, the representation from each state fpamire vote; a quorum for this purpose shall corsish member or
members from two-thirds of the states, and a mgjari all the states shall be necessary to a chdéind if the House of
Representatives shall not choose a President, whettee right of choice shall devolve upon thenfpleethe fourth day of
March next following, then the vice president shadt as President, as in the case of the deathher oconstitutional
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disability as vice president shall be the vice jplest, if such number be a majority of the wholember of electors

appointed, and if no person have a majority, themfthe two highest numbers on the list the Sesladédl choose the vice
president; a quorum for the purpose shall consisto-thirds of the whole number of senators, amdagority of the whole

number shall be necessary to a choice. But no pamsostitutionally ineligible to the office of Pident shall be eligible to
that of vice president of the United States.

AMENDMENT 13 (1865).

SECTION 1. Neither slavery nor involuntary serviu@xcept as a punishment for crime whereof thty shiall have been
duly convicted, shall exist within the United Stgter any place subject to their jurisdiction.

SECTION 2. Congress shall have power to enforcedtticle by appropriate legislation.

AMENDMENT 14 (1868).

SECTION 1. All persons born or naturalized in theitedd States, and subject to the jurisdiction tbErare citizens of the
United States and of the state wherein they resldestate shall make or enforce any law which shiafidge the privileges
or immunities of citizens of the United States; sball any state deprive any person of life, lijpeot property without due
process of law; nor deny to any person withinutisgiction the equal protection of the law.

SECTION 2. Representatives shall be apportionechgnttoe several States according to their respentivebers, counting
the whole number of persons in each state, exajubiidians not taxed. But when the right to votemy election for the
choice of electors for president and vice presidd#nthe United States, representatives in Congithgs executive and
judicial officers of a State, or the members of kbgislature thereof, is denied to any of the mmakmbers of such state
being of twenty-one years of age, and citizenshef Wnited States, or in any way abridged, excepip#uticipation in
rebellion or other crime, the basis of represeotatherein shall be reduced in the proportion whtwd number of such
male citizens shall bear to the whole number ofne#tizens twenty-one years of age in such state.

SECTION 3. No person shall be a senator or reptaes in Congress, or elector of President ane\Acesident, or hold
any office, civil or military, under the United $a, or under any state, who, having previouslgra&n oath, as a member
of Congress, or as an officer of the United Stabesas a member of any state legislature, or asxaoutive or judicial
officer of any state, to support the Constitutidrite United States, shall have engaged in instioreor rebellion against
the same, or given aid and comfort to the enentiesebf. But Congress may, by a vote of two-thirfleach House,
remove such disability.

SECTION 4. The validity of the public debt of thaitéd States, authorized by law, including debtsiired for payment of
pensions and bounties for services in suppressisigrriection or rebellion, shall not be questioriggt neither the United
States nor any state shall assume or pay any delfigation incurred in aid of insurrection or edlion against the United
States, or any claim for the loss or emancipaticeng slave; but all such debts, obligations, dathts shall be held illegal
and void.

SECTION 5. The Congress shall have power to enfdrg@ppropriate legislation, the provisions oftaiticle.

AMENDMENT 15 (1870).

SECTION 1. The right of citizens of the United &&to vote shall not be denied or abridged by thi#éed States or by any
state, on account of race, color, or previous dambf servitude.

SECTION 2. The Congress shall have power to enfthvisearticle by appropriate legislation.
AMENDMENT 16 (1913).

The Congress shall have power to lay and collecstan income, from whatever source derived, wittagportionment
among the several states, and without regard t@angus or enumeration.

AMENDMENT 17 (1913).

The Senate of the United States shall be compokésloosenators from each state, elected by the Ipetbpreof for six
years; and each senator shall have one vote. Eo®es in each state shall have the qualificatreqsiisite for electors of
the most numerous branch of the state legislatures.
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When vacancies happen in the representation ofstatg in the Senate, the executive authority oh state shall issue
writs of election to fill such vacancies; providdtat the legislature of any state may empoweretkecutive thereof to
make temporary appointments until the peopleH# tacancies by election as the legislature magctir

This amendment shall not be so construed as totdffe election or term of any senator chosen befdrecomes valid as
part of the Constitution.

AMENDMENT 18 (1919).

SECTION 1. After one year from the ratification thiis article the manufacture, sale, or transpamtatf intoxicating
liquors with, the importation thereof into, or extagion thereof from the United States and allitery subject to the
jurisdiction thereof, for beverage purposes is bgigrohibited.

SECTION 2. The Congress and the several states$ Isha¢ concurrent power to enforce this article appropriate
legislation.

SECTION 3.This article shall be inoperative unlgsshall have been ratified as an amendment taCitrestitution by the
legislatures of the several states, as providatiénConstitution, within seven years from the d#tsubmission hereof to
the states by the Congress.

AMENDMENT 19 (1920).

The right of the citizens of the United States dtevshall not be denied or abridged by the UnitexdeS or by any state on
account of sex.

Congress shall have power to enforce this artiglagpropriate legislation.

AMENDMENT 20 (1933)

SECTION 1. The terms of the president and ViceiBess shall end at noon on the 20th day of Janwang,the terms of
senators and representatives at noon on the 3rabfddgnuary, of the year in which such terms wdudde ended if this
article had not been ratified; and the terms oif theccessors shall then begin.

SECTION 2. The Congress shall assemble at leagt ionevery year, and such meeting shall begin ahram the 3rd day
of January, unless they shall by law appoint aedfit day.

SECTION 3. If, at the time fixed for the beginninfjthe term of President, the President elect diele died, the Vice-
President elect shall become President. If a Reasishall not have been chosen before the time fimethe beginning of
his term, or it the President elect shall haveethilo qualify, then the Vice-President elect shall as President until a
President shall have qualified; and the Congresg lmyalaw provide for the case wherein neither askélent elect nor a
Vice-President elect shall have qualified, declgsrho shall then act as President, or the manne&hioh one who is to act
shall be selected, and such person shall act aogbydintil a president or Vice-President shall bayalified.

SECTION 4. The Congress may by law provide for¢hee of the death of any of the persons from whuerHouse of
Representatives may choose a President, wheneyeigtit of choice shall have devolved upon thend fam the case of
the death of any of the persons from whom the Sematy choose a Vice-President, whenever the rigtia@ce shall have
devolved upon them.

SECTION 5. Sections 1 and 2 shall take effect enlthth day of October following the ratificationtbfs article.

SECTION 6. This article shall be inoperative unlgsshall have been ratified as an amendment tcCibrestitution by the
legislatures of three-fourths of the several safi@sin seven years from the date of its submission.

AMENDMENT 21 (1933).
SECTION 1. The eighteenth article of amendmenh#&Qonstitution of the United States is hereby aégik

SECTION 2. The transportation or importation intty sstate, territory, or possession of the Uniteate3t, for delivery or
use therein of intoxicating liquors, in violatiohtbe laws thereof, is hereby prohibited.

SECTION 3. This article shall be inoperative unldsshall have been ratified as an amendment toChiestitution by
conventions in the several states, as provideddarConstitution, within seven years from the ddtthe submission hereof
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to the states by the Congress.
AMENDMENT 22 (1951).

No person shall be elected to the office of thesident more than twice, and no person who hastheldffice of President,
or acted as President, for more than two yearst@fra to which some other person was elected Reesghall be elected to
the office of the President more than once. But #iiticle shall not apply to any person holding tféice of President
when this Article was proposed by the Congress, @ral not prevent any person who may be holdirg dffice of
President, or acting as President, during the teitmin which this Article becomes operative fromidiag the office of
President or acting as President during the rereaiofisuch term.

AMENDMENT 23 (1961).

SECTION 1. The District constituting the seat ofv@mment of the United States shall appoint in soemner as the
Congress may direct:

A number of electors of President and Vice-Predidsjual to the whole number of Senators and Reptatbees in
Congress to which the District would be entitledt iivere a State, but in no event more than thstlpapulous State; they
shall be in addition to those appointed by theeStabut they shall be considered, for the purpbdeecelection of President
and Vice-President, to be electors appointed byateSand they shall meet in the District and penfeuch duties as
provided by the twelfth article of amendment.

SECTION 2. The Congress shall have power to enfthisearticle by appropriate legislation.
AMENDMENT 24 (1964).

SECTION 1. The right of citizens of the United ®&tto vote in any primary or other election for ditent or Vice-
President, for electors for President or Vice-Riesi, or for Senator or Representative in Congigsd| not be denied or
abridged by the United States or any State by reabtailure to pay any poll tax or other tax.

SECTION 2. The Congress shall have power to enfthisearticle by appropriate legislation.
AMENDMENT 25 (1967).

SECTION 1. In case of the removal of the Presideorn office or of his death or resignation, the &4eresident shall
become President.

SECTION 2. Whenever there is a vacancy in the effitthe Vice-President, the president shall noteimaVice-President
who shall take office upon confirmation by a majpnf vote of both Houses of Congress.

SECTION 3. Whenever the President transmits tdPtfesidenpro temporeof the Senate and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives his written declaration that haniable to discharged the powers and duties of fiisep and until he
transmits to them a written declaration to the @mt such powers and duties shall be dischargiéwice-President as
Acting President.

SECTION 4. Whenever the Vice-President and a migjofieither the principal officers of the execatidepartments or of
either the principal officers of the executive dépents or of such other body as Congress maywyptavide, transmit to
the Presidenpro temporeof the Senate and the Speaker of the House ofeRepratives their written declaration that the
President is unable to discharge the powers andsdot his office, the Vice-President shall imméelia assume the powers
and duties of the office as Acting President.

Thereafter, when the President transmits to theidkat pro tempore of the Senate and the SpeakéneoHouse of
Representatives his written declaration that nbilitp exists, he shall resume the powers and dutiehis office unless the
Vice-President and a majority of either the priatipfficers of the executive departments or of soitter body as Congress
may by law provide, transmit within four days t@ tRresident pro tempore of the Senate and the 8pe&khe House of
Representatives their written declaration that Bmesident is unable to discharge the powers anésdof his office.
Thereupon Congress shall decide the issue, assgmbithin forty-eight hours for that purpose if niat session. If the
Congress, within twenty-one days after receipthef fatter written declaration, or, if Congress @ m session, within
twenty-one days after Congress is required to asleerdetermines by two-thirds vote of both Houdet the President is
unable to discharge the powers and duties of Hisepfthe Vice-President shall continue to disclkatige same as Acting
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President; otherwise, the President shall resum@dlwvers and duties of his office.

AMENDMENT 26 (1971).

SECTION 1. The right of citizens of the United &twho are eighteen years or older, to vote stwllbe denied or
abridged by the United States or any State on axtafiage.

SECTION 2. The Congress shall have the power toreefthis article by appropriate legislation.
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Appendix B Federalist Paper #10
James Madison

Among the numerous advantages promised by a weBtagted Union, none deserves to be more accyrdéeloped
than its tendency to break and control the violeoicéaction. The friend of popular governments rrefieds himself so
much alarmed for their character and fate as wieecoimtemplates their propensity to this dangeraees ¥He will not fail,
therefore, to set a due value on any plan whicthowit violating the principles to which he is attad, provides a proper
cure for it. The instability, injustice, and conims introduced into the public councils have, intly, been the mortal
diseases under which popular governments have wherg perished, as they continue to be the favaritefruitful topics
from which the adversaries to liberty derive theiost specious declamations. The valuable improvesneade by the
American constitutions on the popular modes, batient and modern, cannot certainly be too muchirdinbut it would
be an unwarrantable partiality to contend that thaye as effectually obviated the danger on this,sis was wished and
expected. Complaints are everywhere heard frormmst considerate and virtuous citizens, equallyftieeds of public
and private faith and of public and personal lipethat our governments are too unstable, thatpielic good is
disregarded in the conflicts of rival parties, dhdt measures are too often decided, not accotditite rules of justice and
the rights of the minor party, but by the supefmnce of an interested and overbearing majorityweleer anxiously we
may wish that these complaints had no foundatiom etvidence of known facts will not permit us tangl¢hat they are in
some degree true. It will be found, indeed, onrd@hreview of our situation, that some of the misses under which we
labor have been erroneously charged on the oparatiour governments; but it will be found, at geme time, that other
causes will not alone account for many of our hestvimisfortunes; and, particularly, for that préwgi and increasing
distrust of public engagements and alarm for peivaghts which are echoed from one end of the pentito the other.
These must be chiefly, if not wholly, effects oéthnsteadiness and injustice with which a factigpisit has tainted our
public administration.

By a faction | understand a number of citizens, thbeamounting to a majority or minority of the vidnowho are united
and actuated by some common impulse of passioof, iaterest, adverse to the rights of other citizear to the permanent
and aggregate interests of the community.

There are two methods of curing the mischiefs ofidm: the one, by removing its causes; the othgrcontrolling its
effects.

There are again two methods of removing the caok&sction; the one, by destroying the liberty whis essential to its
existence; the other, by giving to every citizea same opinions, the same passions, and the starmesis.

It could never be more truly said than of the fimtedy that it was worse than the disease. Liberty faction what air is
to fire, an aliment without which it instantly exes. But it could not be a less folly to abolidhelity, which is essential to
political life, because it nourishes faction thamould be to wish the annihilation of air, whichessential to animal life,
because it imparts to fire its destructive agency.

The second expedient is as impracticable as theviiould be unwise. As long as the reason of mamiraees fallible, and
he is at liberty to exercise it, different opiniongl be formed. As long as the connection subdigtveen his reason and
his self-love, his opinions and his passions walvé a reciprocal influence on each other; and dh@ér will be objects to
which the latter will attach themselves. The diitgrg the faculties of men, from which the rigldEproperty originate, is
not less an insuperable obstacle to a uniformityintérests. The protection of these faculties is finst object of
government. From the protection of different anéaual faculties of acquiring property, the possessi different degrees
and kinds of property immediately results; and fritra influence of these on the sentiments and vigiwbe respective
property immediately results; and from the influeraf these on the sentiments and views of the ctispeproprietors
ensues a division of the society into differenéfests and parties.

The latent causes of faction are thus sown in tera of man; and we have them everywhere brougbt different
degrees of activity, according to the differentcamstances of civil society. A zeal for differemimions concerning
religion, concerning government, and many othentsoias well of speculation as of practice; ancattzgent to different
leaders ambitiously contending for pre-eminence famder; or to persons of other descriptions whastifies have been
interesting to the human passion, have, in tumiddd mankind into parties, inflamed them with naltanimosity, and
rendered them much more disposed to vex and oppeessother than to co-operate for their commordg&o strong is
this propensity of mankind to fall into mutual amisities that where no substantial occasion presiesgf the most
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frivolous and fanciful distinctions have been suiffnt to kindle their unfriendly passions and exditeir most violent
conflicts. But the most common and durable soufckaations has been the various and unequal digiob of property.

Those who hold and those who are without propeatyelever formed distinct interests in society. Bhako are creditors,
and those who are debtors, fall under a like disicrition. A landed interest, a manufacturing intgra mercantile interest,
a moneyed interest, with many lesser interestsygrp of necessity in civilized nations, and dividhem into different

classes, actuated by different sentiments and vidle regulation of these various and interferingeriests forms the
principal task of modern legislation and involves spirit of party and faction in the necessary arttinary operations of
government.

No man is allowed to be a judge in his own caussabse his interest would certainly bias his judgmand, not
improbably, corrupt his integrity. With equal, naith greater reason, a body of men are unfit tdodtd judges and parties
at the same time; yet what are many of the mosbitapt acts of legislation but so many judicialetatinations, not
indeed concerning the rights of single persons,domicerning the rights of large bodies of citizeAs®?l what are the
different causes which they determine? Is a lawpgsed concerning private debts? It is a questiomhich the creditors
are parties on one side and the debtors on the Jdistice ought to hold the balance between thvetthe parties are, and
must be, themselves the judges; and the most nus@arty, or in other words, the most powerfulitatimust be expected
to prevail. Shall domestic manufacturers be engmrdaand in what degree, by restrictions on foregiganufacturers?
These are questions which would be differently diediby the landed and the manufacturing classeks pesbably by
neither with a sole regard to justice and the pudptiod. The apportionment of taxes on the vari@seidptions of property
is an act which seems to require the most exactiitigtity; yet there is, perhaps, no legislativé acwhich greater
opportunity and temptation are given to a predomtinmarty to trample on the rules of justice. Evehyiling with which
they overburden the inferior number is a shilliaged to their own pockets.

It is in vain to say that enlightened statesmen el able to adjust these clashing interests anderethem all subservient
to the public good. Enlightened statesmen will aletays be at the helm. Nor, in many cases, can ancidjustment be
made at all without taking into view indirect aneihtote considerations, which will rarely prevail oube immediate

interest which one party may find in disregardihg tights of another or the good of the whole.

The inference to which we are brought is thatdhesesf faction cannot be removed and that relief ity dm be sought in
the means of controlling iesffects

If a faction consists of less then a majority, eklis supplied by the republican principle, whialakles the majority to
defeat its sinister views by regular vote. It méggcthe administration, it may convulse the sociéiyt it will be unable to

execute and mask its violence under the forms @fGbnstitution. When a majority is included in atfan, the form of

popular government, on the other hand, enablessatrifice to its ruling passion or interest btith public good and the
rights of other citizens. To secure the public gaod private rights against the danger of suchctiofa and at the same
time to preserve the spirit and the form of popglavernment, is then the great object to whichinquiries are directed.
Let me add that it is the great desideratum by Wwhilone this form of government can be rescued filmenopprobrium

under which it has so long labored and be recomeetitmithe esteem and adoption of mankind.

By what means is this object attainable? Evidelylyne of two only. Either the existence of the sgrassion or interest in
a majority at the same time must be preventechemntajority, having such coexistent passion oré@se must be rendered,
by their number and local situation, unable to eshand carry into effect schemes of oppressiothdfimpulse and the
opportunity be suffered to coincide, we well kndwatt neither moral nor religious motives can beetklhn as an adequate
control. They are not found to be such on the tigasand violence of individuals, and lose theficaety in proportion to
the number combined together, that is, in proporéis their efficacy becomes needful.

From this view of the subject it may be concludealt ta pure democracy, by which | mean a societgisting of a small
number of citizens, who assemble and administergtheernment in person, can admit of no cure for rtiischiefs of
faction. A common passion or interest will, in aBhevery case, be felt by a majority of the whale&sommunication and
concert results from the form of government itsafig there is nothing to check the inducementsatoifice the weaker
party or an obnoxious individual. Hence it is thath democracies have ever been spectacles ofdndeuand contention;
have ever been found incompatible with personalrétgcor the rights of property; and have in gehéeen as short in their
lives as they have been violent in their deathgofétic politicians, who have patronized this speaf government, have
erroneously supposed that by reducing mankindpergect equality in their political rights, they uld at the same time be
perfectly equalized and assimilated in their posises, their opinons, and their passions.
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A republic, by which | mean a government in whibk scheme of representation takes place, opefffeeedt prospect and
promises the cure for which we are seeking. Letxasnine the points in which it varies from pure deracy, and we shall
comprehend both the nature of the cure and theaeffiwhich it must derive from the Union.

The two great points of difference between a deamcand a republic are: first, the delegation ef government, in the
latter, to a small number of citizens elected by thst; secondly, the greater number of citizerd gneater sphere of
country over which the latter may be extended.

The effect of the first difference is, on the orandi, to refine and enlarge the public views by ipgsthem through the
medium of a chosen body of citizens, whose wisdoay rbest discern the true interest of their coursng whose

patriotism and love of justice will be lease likely sacrifice it to temporary or partial consideat Under such a
regulation it may well happen that the public voisenounced by the representatives of the pewllehe more consonant
to the public good than if pronounced by the repnéstives of the people, will be more consonanhéopublic good than if

pronounced by the people themselves, convenechéptirpose. On the other hand, the effect may werted. Men of

factious tempers, of local prejudices, or of seristesigns, may, by intrigue, by corruption, ordblyer means, first obtain
the suffrages, and then betray the interests opdlogple. The question resulting is, whether snmathxensive republics are
most favorable to the election of proper guardiaihthe public weal; and it is clearly decided inda of the latter by two

obvious considerations.

In the first place it is to be remarked that howesmall the republic may be the representatives ineisaised to a certain
number in order to guard against the cabals ofag &nd that however large it may be they must betdéid to a certain
number in order to guard against the confusion ofudtitude. Hence, the number of representativethéntwo cases not
being in proportion to that of the constituentsd &eing proportionally greatest in the small repylt follows that if the
proportion of fit characters be not less in th@éathan in the small republic, the former will g@etsa greater option, and
consequently a greater probability of a fit choice.

In the next place, as each representative will lb@sen by a greater number of citizens in the ldhg@ in the small
republic, it will be more difficult for unworthy calidates to practise with success the vicioushgrishich elections are too
often carried; and the suffrages of the peopledeiore free, will be more likely to center on mehoapossess the most
attractive merit and the most diffusive and estditdd characters.

It must be confessed that in this, as in most otlases, there is a mean, on both sides of whianiremiences will be
found to lie. By enlarging too much the number lecrs, you render the representative too littlguainted with all their
local circumstances and lesser interests; as hyciegl it too much, you render him unduly attachedhiese, and too little
fit to comprehend and pursue great and nationalobbj The federal Constitution forms a happy coatiidm in this respect;
the great and aggregate interests being referrdebtoational, the local and particular to the Stagjislatures.

The other point of difference is the greater numbfecitizens and extent of territory which may b@umght within the
compass of republican than of democratic governmamd it is this circumstance principally which dens factious
combinations less to be dreaded in the former thahe latter. The smaller the society, the fewerbably will be the
distinct parties and interests composing it; theefethe distinct parties and interests, the magquently will a majority be
found of the same party; and the smaller the nunalbeéndividuals composing a majority, and the seralhe compass
within which they are placed, the more easily #ikty concert and execute their plans of oppress&igtend the sphere and
you take in a greater variety of parties and irgeeyou make it less probable that a majorityhaf whole will have a
common motive to invade the rights of other citizeor if such a common motive exists, it will be nadifficult for all
who feel it to discover their own strength and @ & unison with each other. Besides other impedits, it may be
remarked that, where there is a consciousness jastuar dishonorable purposes, communication isagdachecked by
distrust in proportion to the number whose conaweeis necessary.

Hence, it clearly appears that the same advantagshwa republic has over a democracy in controltimg effects of faction
is enjoyed by a large over a small republic - ipged by the Union over the States composing ite®this advantage
consist in the substitution of representatives weherdlightened views and virtuous sentiments retitan superior to local
prejudices and to schemes of injustice? It will betdenied that the representation of the Unio lval most likely to
possess these requisite endowments. Does it comglse greater security afforded by a greateretgrof parties, against
the event of any one party being able to outnuralmelr oppress the rest? In an equal degree doendtemsed variety of
parties comprised within the Union increase thiusigy? Does it consist in the greater obstaclgsospd to the concert and
accomplishment of the secret wishes of the Uniergit the most palpable advantage.
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The influence of factious leaders may kindle a #tawithin their particular States but will be unaldespread a general
conflagration through the other States. A religisast may degenerate into a political faction paa of the Confederacy;
but the variety of sects dispersed over the effdice of it must secure the national councils agaamy danger from that
source. A rage for paper money, for an abolitiordelfts, for an equal division of property, or foryaother improper or
wicked project, will be less apt to pervade the hbody of the Union than a particular member ofint the same
proportion as such a malady is more likely to taip@articular county or district than an entiret&ta

In the extent and proper structure of the Unioarefore, we behold a republican remedy for theadies most incident to
republican government. And according to the degfgaeasure and pride we feel in being republicaunght to be our zeal
in cherishing the spirit and supporting the chawaof federalists.

113



