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Trump Will Not Make 
America Great Again
by Jacob G. Hornberger

President Donald Trump’s sig-
nature campaign slogan in 
the 2016 presidential race 

was “Make America Great Again.” 
The mantra touched the chords of 
millions of Americans and helped 
get him elected president. At the 
risk of raining on Trump’s parade, 
however, it just isn’t going to hap-
pen. Trump is not going to make 
America great again, because his 
conservative philosophy and posi-
tions on both domestic issues and 
foreign-policy issues run counter to 
the principles of liberty and pros-
perity that make a nation great and 
that once made America great.

In terms of freedom and pros-
perity, the greatest era of American 
history was the 30-year period from 
around 1880 to around 1910. It is 
impossible to overstate how unusu-

al the country was during that pe-
riod of time. Never has there been 
an era so different from all others 
throughout history. Never has there 
been so much liberty and prosperi-
ty anywhere in the world.

In fact, that 30-year period was 
the closest the world has ever gotten 
to a totally libertarian society. 
Americans living in those years 
proved that it is entirely possible for 
a society to adopt and implement 
libertarian principles within the 
context of a governmental system. 

1. No federal income tax. Amer-
icans were free to keep everything 
they earned, and there was nothing 
the government could do about it. 
There were no income tax returns. 
No one needed to concern himself 
with tax deductions or with run-
ning to the post office to meet the 
April deadline for filing his income 
tax return. There was no IRS to ha-
rass, abuse, terrorize, or incarcerate 
American citizens for failing to file 
income tax returns or for failing to 
send a portion of their income to 
the U.S. Treasury.

2. Sound money. When the U.S. 
Constitution called the federal gov-
ernment into existence, it estab-
lished the most unusual monetary 
system in history. It was called the 
“gold standard” but in actuality it 
was a “coin standard” — specifical-
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ly, gold coins and silver coins serv-
ing as higher-denomination mon-
ey, with nickel coins and copper 
coins serving as lower-denomina-
tion money.

Today, many people think that 
the gold standard was a monetary 
system based on paper money that 
was convertible into a certain quan-
tity of gold. Not so. By the express 
terms of the Constitution and by 
the monetary laws that were enact-
ed immediately after the federal 
government came into existence, 
the Framers and early Americans 
made it very clear that a paper-
money system would be illegal and 
inappropriate under our form of 
constitutional government. Ameri-
ca’s monetary system was to be 
based on coinage and coinage 
alone.

For example, the Constitution 
failed to delegate any power to the 
federal government to issue paper 
money or “bills of credit,” which 
was the term used at that time for 
paper money. Instead, it simply del-
egated the power to coin money to 
the federal government. To ensure 
that the states did not issue paper 
money, the Constitution specifical-
ly prohibited the states from emit-
ting bills of credit and from making 
anything but gold and silver coins 
lawful money or “legal tender.”

The coin standard was in effect 
for most of the 19th century and 
into the 20th century, including the 
30-year period from 1880 to 1910.

Through most of the 19th century, 
America maintained a system of 

open immigration.

3. Few economic regulations. 
No minimum-wage laws. No occu-
pational-licensure laws. No price 
controls. No drug laws. People liv-
ing in America were free to engage 
in economic enterprises without 
governmental permission and con-
trol. That is what was meant by the 
term “free enterprise.” It denoted 
economic enterprise that was free 
of governmental interference. 

4. Open immigration. Through 
most of the 19th century, America 
maintained a system of open immi-
gration, one by which unrestricted 
numbers of people from around the 
world were free to come to the Unit-
ed States. At Ellis Island in New York 
City, foreigners could freely enter 
the United States so long as they 
weren’t carrying a communicable 
disease or weren’t so mentally defec-
tive that they would be a charge on 
society. In the American Southwest, 
there were no immigration controls 
at all between Mexico and the Unit-
ed States. The same held true on the  
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West Coast through must of the 
19th century.

5. Freedom of education. No 
U.S. Department of Education. In 
fact, with a few exceptions, no sys-
tems of public schooling and man-
datory-attendance laws in the Unit-
ed States. While there was state 
support of colleges and universities 
and sometimes local support for 
schools, education of children was 
primarily under the control of fam-
ilies.

6. No Social Security, Medicare, 
Medicaid, Obamacare, farm subsi-
dies, foreign aid, or other welfare-
state programs. Charity was consid-
ered no business of government, an 
institution founded on force. Char-
ity was left in the realm of voluntary 
choice, with each person being free 
to choose what to do with his own 
money. 

7. No SBA loans, government-
business partnerships, corporate 
grants, subsidies, and bailouts, or 
any other program of “crony capi-
talism.”

8. No U.S. departments of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, En-
ergy, Transportation, Health and 
Human Services, or Homeland Se-
curity. 

9. Free trade. The Constitution 
established the largest free-trade 
zone in history by prohibiting the 

states from imposing trade restric-
tions, import controls, or tariffs on 
goods and services provided by 
people in other states. While there 
were tariffs on foreign goods, they 
were oriented more toward raising 
revenue for the federal government 
than for protecting U.S. companies 
from overseas competition. 

Charity was considered no 
business of government, an 

institution founded on force.

10. No Pentagon, no enormous 
and permanent military establish-
ment, no U.S. military bases in for-
eign countries, few foreign inter-
ventions, no CIA, no NSA, and no 
war on terrorism. America was 
founded as a limited-government, 
constitutional republic, one with a 
relatively small military force. 

11. No gun control. Americans 
were free to own whatever weapons 
they desired.

12. No federal power to arbi-
trarily arrest people or incarcerate 
them without due process of law, 
trial by jury, or other procedural 
prerequisites. 

13. No federal power to assassi-
nate or torture people

14. No federal power to control 
or censor what people read or 
wrote. 
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15. No federal power to regu-
late, control, mandate, or subsidize 
religious activity.

Whatever might be said of that 
30-year era in American history — 
1890 to 1910 — there is one thing 
that no one can dispute: It was the 
most unusual political and eco-
nomic system in history. There has 
never been anything like it. 

The result? Not just the freest 
society in history but also the most 
prosperous and most charitable so-
ciety ever. During that 30-year pe-
riod, the standard of living of peo-
ple living in the United States grew 
by leaps and bounds — doubling 
and then doubling again. A dynam-
ic and exciting economic system, 
one that was raising millions of 
families out of poverty for the first 
time in history. New inventions that 
were making people’s lives better 
were coming out every year. More 
charitable activity and organiza-
tions than the world had ever seen.

Creating prosperity

It is not surprising that people 
all over the world marveled at what 
was considered to be nothing less 
than an economic miracle. Millions 
of foreigners left their homelands 
and their families to come and work 
and live here. Penniless immigrants 
from around the world, many of 

whom could not speak a word of 
English, were flooding American 
shores, eager to live and work in a 
society in which everyone had a 
chance to get wealthy or, at the very 
least, sustain and improve his own 
lot in life and that of his family. The 
quality of health care and education 
soared. Average life spans grew. 

What was the reason for this 
tremendous outburst of economic 
activity and enormous surge in 
people’s standard of living? Free en-
terprise — that is, enterprise that 
was free of governmental control. 
Americans, whether wittingly or 
unwittingly, had stumbled onto the 
solution to a problem that had be-
deviled mankind since the begin-
ning of civilization — how to eradi-
cate or alleviate poverty. 

Free enterprise — that is, 
enterprise that was free of 

governmental control 

Throughout history people had 
suffered enormous poverty. To use 
the words of Thomas Hobbes, life 
for most people had been nasty, 
brutish, and short. Death by starva-
tion, illness, or government oppres-
sion was the norm. 

What was the reason for histo-
ry’s widespread poverty and mis-
ery? Big government. Oppressive 
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government. High taxation. Mas-
sive regulation. Trade restrictions. 
Paper money or debased currency. 
Government-provided welfare. Mas-
sive military establishments that 
embroiled societies in perpetual 
war. Gun control, which impeded 
people’s ability to overthrow tyran-
nical regimes. 

That is what kept mankind 
mired in poverty and misery 
throughout the ages. Yet, now came 
the American people, who were 
pointing the way out of this centu-
ries-old morass — individual liber-
ty, free markets, private property, 
and a constitutionally limited-gov-
ernment republic.

Now, that’s not to say that the 
period 1890–1910 was a perfectly 
pure libertarian society. We all 
know that it wasn’t. For example, 
there were government-business 
partnerships — what today we 
would call “crony capitalism” — by 
which the federal government pro-
vided special privileges, subsidies, 
and benefits to big corporations. 
There were land grants to the rail-
roads. There were some protective 
tariffs. There were federal canals 
and state highways. There was the 
power of eminent domain. There 
was governmental delivery of mail. 
There were economic regulations at 
the state and local level. Women 

were not allowed to vote and lacked 
full legal rights. There was the 
Mexican War, which enabled the 
United States to steal the entire 
northern half of a foreign country. 
There were the military conquests 
of the Indians as part of “manifest 
destiny.”

Gun control, which impeded 
people’s ability to overthrow 

tyrannical regimes

Nonetheless, the fact remains: 
Notwithstanding various violations 
of libertarian principles, that period 
of time — 1880–1910 — remains 
unique in history. Not only did 
Americans experience the widest 
ambit of liberty ever, they also ex-
perienced the most dynamic and 
growing economic prosperity in 
history, one that brought into exis-
tence the most charitable nation in 
history.

Flight from freedom

Obviously, that is not the type of 
society in which Americans live to-
day. Modern-day Americans live in 
a society that is characterized by a 
massive income tax, an IRS, Social 
Security, Medicare, Medicaid, sub-
sidies, irredeemable paper money, a 
regulated and centrally planned 
economic system, trade restrictions 
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and protectionism, subsidies and 
political privileges, immigration 
controls, hundreds of welfare and 
regulatory federal agencies and de-
partments, restrictions on gun 
ownership, and a massive and ever-
growing national-security estab-
lishment consisting of a permanent 
military establishment, the Penta-
gon, the CIA, the NSA, foreign mil-
itary bases, foreign aid, and foreign 
interventionism. 

Americans now also live under a 
governmental system in which the 
president, the Pentagon, and the 
CIA wield the omnipotent power to 
assassinate them or take them into 
custody, torture them, incarcerate 
them indefinitely as “terrorists,” and 
execute them, all without due proc-
ess of law or trial by jury. The federal 
government also wields the power 
to secretly spy on Americans and 
keep secret files on their activities, 
all in the name of keeping them safe.

What happened? What brought 
about this fundamental change in 
America’s governing system and 
way of life? Why are things so dif-
ferent now than they were in the 
period from 1880 to 1910?

The answer lies in a conflict of 
visions and a war of ideas that began 
taking place in the late 1800s, con-
tinued into the early 1900s, and ulti-
mately culminated in the 1930s and 

1940s. It was a battle between those 
who wanted to continue expanding 
on the principles of liberty, free 
markets, and a constitutionally lim-
ited-government republic and those 
who wished to replace that way of 
life with one based on socialism, in-
terventionism, and imperialism. 

The president, the Pentagon, and 
the CIA wield the omnipotent 

power to assassinate Americans.

There was nothing inevitable 
about the outcome. It was simply a 
matter of which philosophy and 
which set of ideas would prevail. 
On the one side were arrayed those 
who were defending the ideas of 
economic liberty, free enterprise, 
free markets, private property, and 
limited government. On the other 
side were arrayed those who were 
defending the opposite. 

Those who were arguing for the 
opposite obviously had an enor-
mously difficult task. They had to 
convince their fellow Americans to 
abandon a system that had pro-
duced a unique way of life in  
history, one that had brought 
Americans ever-growing liberty 
and prosperity. Nonetheless, no 
matter how difficult the challenge, 
those who were advocating social-
ism, interventionism, and imperial- 
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ism steadfastly persevered and ulti-
mately succeeded in moving the 
United States in their direction. 

Some of the seeds for change 
were planted during that free and 
prosperous 30-year period of time. 
For example, in 1890 the Sherman 
Anti-Trust Act was enacted, which 
prohibited companies from merg-
ing and combining with other com-
panies. The law was a direct viola-
tion of the principles of private 
property and economic liberty. 
Why shouldn’t private owners do 
whatever they wanted with their 
own resources and companies? The 
statists argued that the needs of “so-
ciety” predominated over the wish-
es of private owners. 

In 1882, Congress enacted the 
Chinese Exclusion Act, the very 
first immigration-control law, one 
that was based on law, one whose 
enactment was partially motivated 
by racial prejudice. 

In the late 1800s, states began 
enacting Jim Crow laws, which en-
tailed mandatory segregation as well 
as restrictions on the ability of blacks 
to freely compete against whites in 
the provision of goods and services.

In 1889, the Department of Ag-
riculture was elevated to a cabinet 
position. 

In 1898, the U.S. government 
entered into the Spanish-American 

War, which then led to the U.S. gov-
ernment’s forcible acquisition of the 
Philippines, Cuba, Guam, and 
Puerto Rico as imperialist colonies. 

In the late 1800s and early 
1900s, some states began adopting 
income taxation, minimum-wage 
laws, maximum-hours legislation, 
occupational-licensure laws, gov-
ernment-established monopolies, 
and other economic controls and 
regulations.

The statists argued that the  
needs of “society”  

predominated over the wishes  
of private owners.

In 1903, the departments of 
Commerce and Labor were called 
into existence.

The intellectual, philosophical, 
and political battle continued into 
the 20th century. At the heart of the 
battle was the critically important 
question: What should be the role of 
government in American society?

Ultimately, the socialists, inter-
ventionists, and imperialists pre-
vailed. The Sixteenth Amendment 
and the establishment of the Feder-
al Reserve System in 1913. U.S. in-
terventionism in World War I. The 
adoption of Social Security and a 
welfare state, the expansion of im-
migration controls, the imposition 
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of a regulated economy, protection-
ist trade measures, the rejection of 
the gold standard, and the adoption 
of a paper-money standard in the 
1930s. U.S. interventionism in 
World War II, leading to the con-
version of the federal government 
to a national-security state. The 
Cold War, the Korean War, the 
Vietnam War, the CIA, the NSA, 
foreign interventionism, foreign 
aid, foreign alliances, and defense 
treaties. Of course, ever-growing 
spending, debt, and inflation to pay 
for the ever-growing welfare state 
and warfare state.

The wrong stuff

Why will Trump not make 
America great again? Because like 
conservatives and like American 
progressives, he is a firm and ardent 
believer in the welfare-warfare state 
way of life. What he just doesn’t get 
is that it is precisely that way of life 
that is the root cause of America’s 
descent into tyranny and economic 
morass.

Trump and his supporters are 
convinced that he’s going to be the 
president who finally, once and for 
all, makes the welfare-warfare state 
work. He’s going to preserve Social 
Security, Medicare, Medicaid, and 
the welfare state. He’s going to ex-
pand immigration controls and 

trade restrictions. He’s going to 
strengthen governmental controls 
on economic activity. He’s going to 
raise the overall level of taxation on 
the American people. In the proc-
ess, Trump is going to try to exhort, 
bully, order, dictate, and direct peo-
ple toward freedom and prosperity. 

No one, including Donald Trump, 
can make something that is 
inherently defective work.  

It is not going to work. The wel-
fare-warfare state, which is based 
on a combination of socialism, in-
terventionism, and imperialism, is 
an inherently defective paradigm. 
As the root cause of impoverish-
ment and loss of liberty, it is inher-
ently incapable of producing free-
dom and economic prosperity. No 
one, including Donald Trump, can 
make something that is inherently 
defective work. 

Ever since I founded The Future 
of Freedom Foundation 27 years 
ago, I have heard people say that the 
problem was that America just 
wasn’t electing the right people to 
public office. During every election 
cycle, there have been those who 
have called for throwing the rascals 
out of Congress and replacing them 
with good people. The same with 
respect to the president. 
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However, every time that new 
people have been elected to Con-
gress or to the presidency, the same 
lament about the need to elect bet-
ter people to public office has fol-
lowed.

Today, most Americans are ex-
tremely dissatisfied with the state of 
affairs in America. The problem, 
however, is that they fail to see that 
the problem is a structural one, not 
one that involves getting better peo-
ple elected to office. Unless the 
structure itself is changed, it doesn’t 
matter who is elected to Congress 
or to the presidency. If the structure 
remains the same, Americans will 
remain mired in an increasing loss 
of liberty and economic despair no 
matter who is elected to Congress 
or who is elected president.

Our American ancestors point-
ed the way to what is needed to re-
store America’s greatness: a way of 
life based on individual liberty,  
free markets, free enterprise, and  
a constitutionally limited-govern-
ment republic. That necessarily 
means: the repeal of the federal  
income tax and the abolition of the 
IRS; a separation of economy and 
state, much as our ancestors sepa-
rated church and state, which would 
mean no more price controls, mini-
mum-wage laws, drug laws, subsi-
dies and political privileges, or oth-

er economic regulations; a separation 
of charity and state, which would 
mean no more Social Security, 
Medicare, Medicaid, Obamacare, 
or any other welfare-state program; 
a dismantling of the entire Cold 
War-era national-security estab-
lishment, including the Pentagon, 
the military-industrial complex, the 
CIA, and the NSA, and an end to 
foreign military bases, foreign aid, 
and foreign interventionism; a sep-
aration of school and state, which 
would mean a total free market in 
education, one in which the state 
would play no role whatsoever. In 
other words, libertarianism.

Our American ancestors pointed 
the way to what is needed to 
restore America’s greatness.

Is such an idea utopian, as stat-
ists sometimes suggest? Of course 
not. Utopia connotes a problem-
free world, something that is obvi-
ously impossible to attain. The 
American people who lived from 
1880 to 1910 proved that it is en-
tirely possible to have a society 
based on libertarian principles. 

The mistake Americans made 
was in not expanding on those 
principles — for example by ending 
the corporatism that violated 
America’s free-enterprise system. If 
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they had moved in that direction, 
rather than moving in the opposite 
direction, just try to imagine the 
enormous standard of living and 
degree of freedom that Americans 
would be experiencing today.

Consider all the money that has 
been taken from Americans 
through taxation and monetary de-
basement for the past 100 years. 
Imagine that all that money had re-
mained in private hands and gone 
into productive capital. Imagine 
that the international borders had 
been open to the free movements of 
goods, services, and people. Imag-
ine that economic enterprise had 
been totally free of government 
regulation, control, and interfer-
ence. Imagine that there had been 
no involvement in foreign wars and 
no conversion to a national-securi-
ty state. Imagine that there had 
been no paper money and mone-
tary debasement. Imagine all that, 
and then imagine the unbelievable 
surge in the standard of living that 
would have occurred. 

Donald Trump, like all other 
modern-day U.S. presidents, will 
fail to make America great again 
because he is committed to main-
taining the structure that prevents 
America from becoming great 
again. Only by dismantling that 
structure — the welfare-warfare-
state structure — and embracing a 
way of life based on individual lib-
erty, free enterprise, free markets, 
private property, voluntary charity, 
and a constitutionally limited-gov-
ernment republic to our land can 
America be restored to greatness.

Jacob Hornberger is founder and 
president of The Future of Freedom 
Foundation.

NEXT MONTH: 
“Separating Charity and 

Health Care from the State”  
by Jacob G. Hornberger
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Obamacare Reform 
and Paternalism’s 
Pratfalls
by James Bovard

One of Donald Trump’s first 
actions as president was to 
issue an executive order to 

reduce the regulatory burden of the 
Affordable Care Act. Obamacare 
has been intensely controversial 
since it was enacted in 2010. The 
battle over its reform or replace-
ment will very likely continue for 
most of this year, if not most of 
Trump’s term in office. It remains to 
be seen how much effort the Trump 
administration will make to repeal, 
replace, or reform Obamacare. 

While the media often portray 
Obamacare as a holy humanitarian 
rescue mission, it has profoundly 
disrupted millions of Americans’ 
health care, while sharply inflating 
health-care costs for more millions. 

Obamacare is the most prominent 
paternalist policy in recent dec- 
ades. Any evaluation of whether it 
can be fixed should begin by con-
sidering the limits of paternalism. 

The word “paternalism” origi-
nally referred to a father’s power 
over his children; contemporary 
paternalism means government’s 
treating citizens like children. The 
more paternalist policies are adopt-
ed, the further the citizenry is in-
fantilized. As children grow older, 
they acquire more autonomy and 
are less restricted by their parents’ 
rules and values. In contrast, the 
welfare state piles rule upon rule, 
edict upon edict — and the only 
certainty is that citizens will be pre-
sumed less competent in the next 
decade than they were in the previ-
ous decade. 

Law professor H.L.A. Hart de-
fined paternalism as “the protection 
of people against themselves.” Ac-
cording to Donald VanDeVeer, au-
thor of Paternalistic Intervention, “A 
paternalistic act is one in which one 
party interferes with another for the 
sake of the other’s own good.”

The paternalist state advances by 
multiplying its levers over private 
behavior. These levers are enforced 
by government penalties: the more 
the government claims to protect 
citizens, the more it must punish 
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them. Yet, at some point, the sheer 
number of threats government 
makes, supposedly to protect the 
citizen, destroys the citizen’s “do-
mestic tranquility.” This is the vi-
cious cycle of paternalism: the more 
power the government acquires to 
control people, the more the citizen 
naturally fears the government. 

Paternalism offers the social-
economic equivalent of happiness 
through political conquest and obe-
dience — happiness by surrender-
ing the keys to one’s own life to one’s 
political overlords. The goal of the 
welfare state is not to make people 
happy, as people themselves under-
stand their own happiness; instead, 
it is to make them “happy” in ways 
their superiors think they should be 
happy. According to philosopher 
Hans Kelsen (one of Friedrich 
Hayek’s nemeses), “happiness in an 
objective-collective sense” means 
“the satisfaction of certain needs, 
recognized by the social authority, 
as needs worthy of being satisfied, 
such as the need to be fed, clothed, 
housed, and the like.” Thus, the “so-
cial authorities” (i.e., government 
employees) are granted sweeping 
discretion to decree which desires 
or aspirations of private citizens are 
“worthy of being satisfied.”

Democratic Party leaders in the 
Congress and the White House de-

cided that people could not be — or 
deserve to be — happy unless they 
had health-insurance policies that 
the feds approved. For instance, 
Obamacare is driven by the heavy 
penalties on anyone who fails to 
purchase insurance policies that 
satisfy federal overseers ($695 per 
adult or 2.5% of annual income, 
whichever is higher). Punishing 
people was a nonissue for the 
Obama administration and the vast 
majority of Obamacare supporters. 
Anyone penalized by the feds is ir-
relevant as long as politicians can 
boast that a single additional per-
son received government-subsi-
dized insurance — at least accord-
ing to some of the liberal and media 
scorekeepers. 

Congress and the White House 
decided people could not be happy 
unless they had health-insurance 
policies that the feds approved.

The more power government ac-
quires over people, the more the sys-
tem of governance rests on a blind 
faith in the rulers’ benevolence. Pa-
ternalism presumes that govern-
ment will serve the people even bet-
ter than the people could have 
served themselves. And why? Be-
cause government knows best. But 
that means nothing more than “gov-
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ernment employees know best.” And 
why do they know best? Because 
they work for the government.

And even if they don’t know 
best, as long as their pretenses are 
accepted, politicians can seize far 
more power over citizens. When 
Congress considered Obama’s pro-
posed health-reform legislation, the 
highest-profile expert it relied on 
was Jonathan Gruber, who was 
christened “the Oracle of Obama-
care.” Gruber received a $297,000 
federal contract to help lead the leg-
islative charge for the Affordable 
Care Act with his “black box” com-
puter program. The Washington 
Post reported that “Gruber and his 
staff of three could provide answers 
overnight, when it often took weeks 
to run the same questions through 
the Office of Management and 
Budget or the Congressional Bud-
get Office.”

The biggest paternalist coup of 
the last half-century required vast 
deception. Gruber explained in 
2013 how Obamacare was sold to 
the public: “Lack of transparency is 
a huge political advantage. And ba-
sically, call it the stupidity of the 
American voter or whatever, but 
basically, that was really, really criti-
cal to get this thing to pass.” Gruber 
admitted that the Obamacare “bill 
was written in a tortured way.... If 

you had a law which … made ex-
plicit [that] healthy people pay in 
and sick people get money, it would 
not have passed.” Gruber described 
one Obamacare provision as a “very 
clever basic exploitation of the lack 
of economic understanding of the 
American voter.” The bill also ex-
ploited congressmen’s feeble grasp 
of the issues but it would have been 
undiplomatic to mention that. Once 
politicians decided to brag about the 
increase in the number of Ameri-
cans with health insurance, the odds 
of rational policy that respected citi-
zens’ rights took a dive. 

The biggest paternalist coup of 
the last half-century required 

vast deception.

Paternalism delivers happiness 
by wielding an iron fist. People pur-
sue happiness, governments im-
pose happiness. Paternalism pre-
sumes that people will be happier 
doing what they are told than what 
they choose to do. Kant declared, 
“Nobody may compel me to be 
happy in his own way. Paternalism 
is the greatest despotism imagin-
able.” Kant based his ethics on the 
moral value of each person as an 
end in himself; paternalism neces-
sarily sees people as plug-ins to ful-
fill political visions and bureaucrat-
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ic timetables. Once paternalism 
gets rolling, individual preferences 
cannot be allowed to delay the offi-
cial advance of progress. Whole-
wheat bread is more nutritious than 
white bread, but would that be jus-
tification for the government food 
police to go into each recalcitrant’s 
home, seizing his white bread, and 
jamming whole wheat bread down 
his throat? The damage done by 
forcing even healthy morsels down 
someone’s throat — in all but ex-
treme cases, in which the benefi-
ciary is on the verge of death — will 
almost certainly exceed the nutri-
tional benefits of the food itself.

The people must be subdued 
before they can be saved. That is 
why the Obama administration is-
sued more than ten million words 
of regulations and regulatory guid-
ance for the Affordable Care Act. 

Maximizing submission

Paternalism is also often the en-
emy of the rule of law and democ-
racy. Once Obama got his signature 
bill pushed through Congress, he 
acted as if he was entitled to issue 
endless decrees to buttress it politi-
cally. One of the most controversial 
“reforms” consisted of bankrolling 
insurance companies to deter sky-
rocketing premiums. On January 
13, 2014, a group of IRS financial 

managers were summoned and es-
corted into a conference room and 
permitted a peek at a secret Office 
of Management and Budget memo 
explaining why the Obama admin-
istration was entitled to spend $4 
billion on subsidies for consumer 
health insurance. IRS officials were 
wary because they felt pressured to 
make outlays they considered ille-
gal under the Affordable Care Act. 
As a New York Times article two 
years later noted, “They were told 
they could read it but could not take 
notes or make copies. The O.M.B. 
officials left the room to allow their 
visitors a moment to absorb the 
document, and then returned to 
answer a few questions and note 
that Attorney General Eric Holder 
had been briefed and signed off on 
the legal rationale.” 

One of the most controversial 
“reforms” consisted of 

bankrolling insurance companies 
to deter skyrocketing premiums.

Congress refused to finance the 
program but “the Obama adminis-
tration spent the money anyway 
and has now distributed about $7 
billion to insurance companies to 
offset out-of-pocket costs for eligi-
ble consumers,” the Times noted. 
Federal judge Rosemary Collyer 
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ruled in May 2016 that the payouts 
violated the Constitution because 
Congress had appropriated no 
funds for that purpose. But top 
Obama administration policymak-
ers considered the peek-a-boo rou-
tine a sufficient hat tip to obeying 
federal law. It was important not to 
let due process and honest govern-
ment stand in the way of creating 
bragging points for White House 
speeches.

The welfare state, in its daily 
operation, appears more devoted 

to controlling people than to 
benefiting them.

The welfare state seeks to maxi-
mize happiness by maximizing sub-
mission, as if confinement were the 
key to contentment. Are modern 
citizens supposed to be made happy 
because government coerces and 
restricts them in so many ways — 
or despite that? Is the subordination 
of the individual to the State sup-
posed to make the individual hap-
py, or supposed to make the State 
happy? How can we distinguish be-
tween coercion to punish and sub-
jugate people and coercion to make 
them happy? The sanction of coer-
cion matters less to most citizens 
than how often and harshly they are 
threatened and punished. 

English law professor A.V. Dicey 
observed a century ago, “‘Protec-
tion’ ... is tacitly transformed into 
guidance.” The welfare state, in its 
daily operation, appears more de-
voted to controlling people than to 
benefiting them. Every extension of 
benefits is premised on an increase 
of controls — sometimes on the 
person to be benefited, sometimes 
on other people (taxpayers, busi-
nesses). 

But there is no virtue in forcibly 
taking care of people who other-
wise would have taken care of 
themselves. Many paternalist poli-
cies are the equivalent of the kid-
napping of little old ladies by Boy 
Scouts and forcing them to cross 
streets so that the Scouts can fill 
their quota of good deeds. Many of 
the people who chose not to buy 
health insurance had sufficient in-
come or savings to take care of the 
health emergencies they were likely 
to face at their age. 

Paternalism presumes that indi-
vidual people are “welfare recepta-
cles” waiting to be filled to the cor-
rect level by their superiors. 
Welfare-state happiness must be a 
type of happiness that can be mass-
produced by inefficient govern-
ment bureaucracies — a “close 
enough for government work” hap-
piness, a happiness that exists be-
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cause government agency annual 
reports claim to have fulfilled their 
goals. 

The more coercion government 
uses in the name of progress, the 
more oppressed people will feel. 
Government is often like a lifeguard 
who begins a rescue by standing on 
the shoulders of a person who is not 
drowning. The bigger the govern-
ment, the heavier the political dead 
weight on the average citizen. In or-
der to lift himself, the citizen must 
also lift “his fair share” of the entire 
government. The heavier the weight 
of government, the greater the odds 
against self-help. The expansion of 
government by itself, of itself, be-
comes an increasingly negative fac-
tor in the life of the individual per-
son. Citizens are left to glean the 
remnants of their own lives from 
what the politicians have not al-
ready seized.

There is no way to fix the Af-
fordable Care Act that would re-

spect the rights, property, and free-
dom of American citizens. The fed-
eral government has thrown so 
many wrenches into health care 
since the 1965 creation of Medicare 
and Medicaid. Americans cannot 
afford any more Washington solu-
tions designed largely to boost cam-
paign contributions and reelection 
rates. 

James Bovard serves as policy advi- 
sor to The Future of Freedom Founda-
tion and is the author of an ebook 
memoir, Public Policy Hooligan, as 
well as Attention Deficit Democracy 
and eight other books.

NEXT MONTH: 
“Anti-War Awakening on a Bus 

Trip from Baltimore” 
by James Bovard
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It has long however been my opinion, and I have 
never shrunk from its expression (altho’ I do not 
chuse to put it into a newspaper, nor, like Priam in 
armour, offer myself its champion) that the germ of 
dissolution of our federal government is in the con-
stitution of the federal judiciary; an irresponsible 
body (for impeachment is scarcely a scare-crow) 
working like gravity by night and by day, gaining a 
little to-day & a little to-morrow, and advancing 
its noiseless step like a thief, over the field of juris-
diction, until all shall be usurped from the states, & 
the government of all be consolidated into one. To 
this I am opposed; because, whenever all govern-
ment, domestic and foreign, in little as in great 
things, shall be drawn to Washington as the center 
of all power, it will render powerless the checks pro-
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vided of one government on another, and will be-
come as venal and oppressive as the government 
from which we separated. It will be as in Europe 
where every man must be either pike or gudgeon, 
hammer or anvil. Our functionaries and theirs are 
wares from the same work-shop; made of the same 
materials, & by the same hands. If the states look 
with apathy on this silent descent of their govern-
ment into the gulp which is to swallow all, we have 
only to weep over the human character formed un-
controlable but by a rod of iron; and the blasphem-
ers of man, as incapable of self-government, be-
come his true historians.

— Thomas Jefferson
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The Conservative 
Mantra
by Laurence M. Vance

Conservative godfather Rus-
sell Kirk (1918–1994) wrote 
lengthy philosophical trea-

tises on “the six canons of conserva-
tive thought” and “ten conservative 
principles.” Throughout his writ-
ings on conservatism he praised 
natural law, order, virtue, restraint, 
custom, convention, continuity, 
tradition, prudence, permanent 
things, an enduring moral order, 
property, and voluntary communi-
ty, while he disdained hasty innova-
tion, collectivism, uniformity, egali-
tarianism, utilitarianism, and those 
who would “reconstruct society 
upon abstract designs.”

The conservative mantra

Present-day conservatives take 
a much different and simpler ap-
proach than that of Kirk. It has been 

said by numerous people in a vari-
ety of ways that if you repeat some-
thing loudly enough and often 
enough, people will eventually 
come to believe it, whether it is true 
or not. That is certainly the case of 
conservatives in the Internet Age. 
Although I am a libertarian, I am on 
the email list of many conservative 
organizations. Not only do I want to 
keep up with what they are doing, 
they many times publish valuable 
studies on the failings and outrages 
of liberal policies, proposals, and 
politicians — even if they don’t al-
ways provide solutions equally as 
valuable. In all of the emails I receive 
from these conservative organiza-
tions — and especially the fund-
raising ones — they generally recite 
some mantra in an attempt to con-
vince the conservative faithful — 
and especially the donating ones — 
that they are real conservatives who 
can be counted on to uphold con-
servative principles. 

Although the mantras recited 
by conservative organizations differ 
slightly, even sometimes when re-
cited by the same organization, they 
all generally read thus: We believe 
in the Constitution, limited govern-
ment, individual freedom, private 
property, traditional values, free en-
terprise, and a strong national de-
fense. Now, on the surface this 
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mantra sounds good, even to liber-
tarian ears. The most hard-core lib-
ertarian opponent of the Constitu-
tion would at least acknowledge 
that things would be much better in 
this country if the federal govern-
ment actually followed its own 
Constitution. Limiting the govern-
ment is what libertarians live for. 
Individual freedom and private 
property are two of the pillars of lib-
ertarianism. There is nothing in-
herent in libertarianism that would 
make it opposed to traditional val-
ues. Free enterprise is the cry of ev-
ery libertarian. And libertarians 
certainly believe in the legitimacy 
of defense against aggression.

Individual freedom and private 
property are two of the pillars of 

libertarianism.

But no matter how many times 
conservatives recite their mantra, 
the fact remains that they only se-
lectively believe it. And sometimes 
very selectively. Conservatives don’t 
follow the Constitution in many  
areas. They prefer a government 
limited to one controlled by conser-
vatives. They don’t accept the free-
dom of individuals to do anything 
that’s peaceful. They don’t believe in 
the inviolability of private property. 
They think traditional values 

should be legislated by government. 
They don’t yearn for free enterprise 
in everything. And they confound 
the idea of national defense with 
national offense.

The conservative blueprint

Although one would think that 
the conservative mantra would be 
incompatible with the welfare- 
warfare state, such is not the case. 
Conservative support for the wel-
fare-warfare state shows just how 
meaningless the elements of their 
mantra really are.

One of the oldest and largest 
conservative research and educa-
tional institutions is the Heritage 
Foundation. Founded in February 
1973, and headquartered in Wash-
ington, D.C., “The Heritage Foun-
dation is the nation’s most broadly 
supported public policy research 
institute, with hundreds of thou-
sands of individual, foundation and 
corporate donors.” Heritage has “a 
staff of 275 and an annual expense 
budget of $82.4 million.” Its vision 
is “to build an America where free-
dom, opportunity, prosperity, and 
civil society flourish.” Its mission is 
“to formulate and promote conser-
vative public policies based on the 
principles of free enterprise, limited 
government, individual freedom, 
traditional American values, and a 
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strong national defense.” To that 
end, “Heritage’s staff pursues this 
mission by performing timely, ac-
curate research on key policy issues 
and effectively marketing these 
findings to our primary audiences: 
members of Congress, key congres-
sional staff members, policymakers 
in the executive branch, the nation’s 
news media, and the academic and 
policy communities.” Heritage says 
that it believes that “the principles 
and ideas of the American Found-
ing are worth conserving and re-
newing,” and “the most effective 
solutions are consistent with those 
ideas and principles.” The current 
president of Heritage is the former 
Republican senator Jim DeMint.

Heritage says that it believes that 
“the principles and ideas of the 
American Founding are worth 

conserving and renewing.”

The Heritage Foundation last 
year published, in March, July, and 
November, a three-part “Mandate 
for Leadership Series of docu-
ments.” Each document “educates 
the American public, specifically 
including Congress, the new Amer-
ican President, and the new Presi-
dent’s team.” They “deliver a clear, 
unified policy vision for Congress 
and the President to preserve and 

create opportunities to enable all 
Americans [to] provide for their 
families, contribute to their com-
munities, and pursue their dreams.” 
Part 1 is “Blueprint for Balance: A 
Federal Budget for 2017.” It “pro-
vides detailed recommendations 
for the annual congressional bud-
get.” Part 2 is “Blueprint for Reform: 
A Comprehensive Policy Agenda 
for a New Administration.” It “es-
tablishes a long-term vision, and 
policies to achieve that vision, that 
requires presidential leadership and 
congressional action.” Part 3 is 
“Blueprint for a New Administra-
tion: Priorities for the President.” It 
“details specific steps that the new 
Administration can take immedi-
ately upon assuming office to dem-
onstrate its commitment to the 
long-term vision presented in the 
second volume.” 

The Heritage “Blueprint,” it is 
claimed, will:

•  Slow  the  growth  of  entitle-
ment spending

•  Reform  entitlement  pro-
grams

•  Update the tax code to pro-
mote economic growth and oppor-
tunity

•  Streamline  federal  depart-
ments and agency operations and 
personnel costs
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•  Responsibly bring spending 
under control

•  Reduce  total  spending  by 
$10 trillion over 10 years

•  Reduce the national debt
•  Rein in interest spending
•  Balance the budget while re-

ducing taxes
•  Balance  the  federal  budget 

on a unified basis by 2024
•  Fully fund national defense
•  Provide  the  framework  for 

budget process reform

Although the Heritage “Blue-
print” contains many good policy 
proposals, it is still a blueprint for a 
welfare-warfare state with a govern-
ment that is anything but limited. A 
look at the “Blueprint” recommen-
dations for a few federal depart-
ments will make this abundantly 
clear.

The USDA

The Heritage “Blueprint” has 
much to say about the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA). The 
USDA has been around since 1862. 
It is one of the largest federal de-
partments, with about 95,000 full-
time civilian employees and a bud-
get of more than $150 billion. But 
over the years,

the USDA has evolved into a 
federal executive department 
that oversees some of the most 
market-distorting policies in 
the nation, distributing an 
endless array of costly subsi-
dies. Beyond the agricultural 
subsidies, the USDA has be-
come a welfare agency, run-
ning the food stamp program 
along with other nutrition 
programs. It also has a wide 
range of programs covering 
everything from conservation 
to biofuels.

The Heritage “Blueprint” is a 
blueprint for a welfare-warfare 
state with a government that is 

anything but limited. 

So what does the Heritage 
“Blueprint” propose should be done 
with the USDA? The USDA’s Cat-
fish Inspection Program should be 
repealed. Its Conservation Techni-
cal Assistance Program and Rural 
Business-Cooperative Service’s Dis-
cretionary Programs should be 
eliminated. Funding should be pro-
hibited for the new National School 
Lunch Program Standards (the 
standards, not the program itself). 
The secretary of Agriculture should 
work with Congress “to eliminate 
the provision that expands free 
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lunches to middle-class and wealthy 
families.” Free lunches at public 
schools should “only go to those 
students from low-income families 
who truly need them.” Farm subsi-
dies should be eliminated. The role 
of the Farm Service Agency should 
be “significantly reduced.” The  
USDA’s Rural Development Agency 
should be eliminated and “all of its 
flawed and often duplicative pro-
grams eliminated.” The USDA 
should stop issuing its Dietary 
Guidelines.

If the Heritage Foundation really 
believed in limited government, 
they would have called for the 
total elimination of the USDA.

Some USDA agencies should 
remain “relatively intact,” such as 
the agencies that undertake re-
search or perform inspections. The 
Forest Service should be moved 
from the USDA to the Department 
of the Interior. Food-aid programs 
focused on humanitarian and dis-
aster relief should be shifted to the 
State Department and the U.S. 
Agency for International Develop-
ment (USAID). The president 
should urge Congress to consider 
food stamps and agricultural pro-
grams in separate pieces of legisla-
tion. The food stamp program 

should be moved from the USDA 
to the Department of Health and 
Human Services, “the primary wel-
fare department of the federal gov-
ernment.” The Heritage “Blueprint” 
envisions “a new USDA” that focus-
es exclusively on agriculture. The 
USDA 

should not be a money dis-
penser for agriculture but 
rather a source of informa-
tion, conducting necessary 
and valuable research that  
the private sector otherwise 
would not produce, promot-
ing free trade, and protecting 
food safety. Its role should be 
carefully examined and moni-
tored, recognizing that free 
enterprise and not govern-
ment intervention is the best 
way to have a stable and safe 
food supply.

If the conservatives at the Heri-
tage Foundation who wrote those 
recommendations concerning the 
USDA for the “Blueprint” really be-
lieved in the Constitution and lim-
ited government, they would have 
called for the complete and total 
elimination of the USDA and all of 
its agencies and programs instead 
of eliminating just a few, cutting 
back on others, and transferring 
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some to other departments of the 
federal government. The Constitu-
tion nowhere authorizes the federal 
government to have anything to do 
with agriculture. No department, 
no agencies, no research, no subsi-
dies, no loans, no guarantees, no 
inspections, no aid, no relief, no as-
sistance, no lunches, no dissemina-
tion of information. It is uncon-
scionable that the food stamp 
program, which is nothing but wel-
fare, and is the largest expense of 
the USDA, should just be moved to 
another department and “reformed 
to include work requirements for 
able-bodied adults to receive bene-
fits: requiring them to work, do job 
training, perform community ser-
vice, or at least look for work in ex-
change for receiving benefits.”

Other departments

The same things are true when 
we look at Heritage’s recommenda-
tions for other federal departments; 
e.g., the departments of Education 
and Health and Human Services.

The Department of Education 
should be “downsized.” It should 
“devolve education dollars and de-
cision making to the states, signifi-
cantly reducing K–12 programs 
and limiting spending to a single, 
flexible funding stream on the basis 
of low-income student population, 

which states could use for any edu-
cation purpose under state law.” 
The federal Pell Grant and student 
loan programs should be reformed, 
not abolished. There is not a word 
in the “Blueprint” about abolishing 
the Department of Education — 
something that conservatives used 
to call for. There is not a word in the 
“Blueprint” about limiting govern-
ment by separating school from 
state. There is not a word in the 
“Blueprint” about ending all federal 
funding of education because the 
Constitution nowhere authorizes 
the federal government to have 
anything to do with education. 

There is not a word in the 
“Blueprint” about abolishing the 

Department of Education.

Instead of being abolished, the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services “should focus on adminis-
tering the health care entitlement 
programs in a patient-centered, 
market-based way and encouraging 
self-sufficiency by allocating federal 
welfare assistance only to those  
truly in need.” Medicare should  
be “modernized” and transitioned 
“from a government-controlled 
health insurance program that iso-
lates individual decisions from 
costs, and restricts patients’ access 
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to care, to a market-based premium 
support program with greater 
choice and improved care.” Medi-
caid should be restored “as a true 
safety net for the poor.” Able-bod-
ied persons with low incomes 
should “be provided with direct as-
sistance to purchase health insur-
ance in the private market.” 

To be more accurate, the 
conservative mantra should be 

changed to read “a strong 
national offense.”

Social Security likewise “needs 
to modernize its outdated entitle-
ment structures.” The president 
should “establish a bipartisan na-
tional commission to devise a com-
prehensive plan to return Social 
Security’s programs to meeting 
their original goals of poverty pre-
vention among the elderly and indi-
viduals with disability in an afford-
able and targeted manner.” A 
“serious” Social Security reform 
proposal “should reduce agency 
spending by at least five percent 
over the next 10 years.” That is a se-
rious proposal? I would hate to see 
a proposal to reform Social Security 
that wasn’t serious. The bottom line 
is: Congress must “reform the 
structure of America’s entitlement 
programs,” not abolish them.

The Heritage “Blueprint” rec-
ommendations for the Department 
of Defense are laughable. The De-
fense Department (DOD) should 
“cut research funding for programs 
that are not related to increasing 
military capabilities,” “cut subsidies 
to its commissaries,” “end renew-
able energy mandates,” and “close 
the Defense Department’s Domes-
tic Dependent Elementary and Sec-
ondary schools (DDESS) on mili-
tary bases in the continental United 
States.” Congress should “reform 
the military’s health care system by 
introducing a private-sector health 
insurance option for military fami-
ly members.” 

But the minuscule amount of 
money that would be saved by do-
ing those things is offset many 
times over by the other “Blueprint” 
recommendations for the DOD. 
The military is “getting weaker 
while threats to U.S. interests are 
rising.” The military is “too small.” 
The Army needs more combat  
brigades. The Navy needs more 
ships. The Marine Corps needs 
more battalions. The Air Force 
needs more fighter aircraft. The size 
of the military should be increased. 
Defense spending should be in-
creased. There should be “a signifi-
cant funding increase for combat 
readiness.” The United States should 
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have more alliances. NATO should 
be strengthened. Ballistic-missile 
defense systems should be deployed 
to the Middle East and in space. 
The United States should defend 
the world from “Russian adventur-
ism in Eastern Europe, Chinese ex-
pansion in the South China Sea, 
and radical Islamist terrorist organ-
izations inciting violence across 
swaths of Asia, the Middle East, and 
North Africa.” To be more accurate, 
the conservative mantra should be 
changed to read “a strong national 
offense,” since that is precisely what 
conservatives mean when they talk 
about “a strong national defense.” A 
strong national defense doesn’t 
need foreign military bases, U.S. 
troops deployed on foreign soil, or 
entangling alliances. And having a 
strong national defense doesn’t 
mean being the world’s policeman.

Other issues

The Heritage “Blueprint” is 
merely a blueprint for a conserva-
tive welfare-warfare state that 
makes a mockery of the Constitu-
tion and the concept of limited gov-
ernment. It says, in effect and prac-
tice, that no American has the 
individual freedom to use his pri-
vate property (which includes his 
money) as he sees fit. The poor, the 
elderly, the hungry, the sick, the dis-

abled, and the disadvantaged can-
not be taken care of under a free- 
enterprise system where individu-
als and organizations exercise the 
traditional value of charity. It is the 
job of the government to take care 
of them.

A look at some other issues 
shows just how deceptive the con-
servative mantra really is, especially 
when it comes to individual free-
dom, private property, and free en-
terprise.

The Heritage “Blueprint” says that 
no American has the individual 

freedom to use his private 
property (which includes his 

money) as he sees fit.

The drug war. Conservatives are 
the most ardent drug warriors. 
They don’t believe that anyone 
should have the individual freedom 
to use drugs for recreational pur-
poses, even on his own private 
property. They oppose free enter-
prise in drugs and instead support 
the criminalization of drug traffick-
ing. They oppose the legalization of 
drugs on the state level and don’t 
want the federal government to 
have limited powers when it comes 
to waging war on drugs. They sup-
port the federal Controlled Sub-
stances Act, the federal Office of 
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National Drug Control Policy, the 
federal Drug Enforcement Agency, 
and the federal war on drugs, even 
though there is nothing in the Con-
stitution that gives the federal gov-
ernment the authority to have or to 
do any of those things. And what 
traditional value is being practiced 
when conservatives support the 
government’s locking people in 
cages for possessing too much of a 
plant it doesn’t approve of?

 Gun control. Conservatives say 
they support the Second Amend-
ment and oppose gun control, and 
compared with liberal “gun grab-
bers” it appears that they do. But 
they don’t really believe in free en-
terprise when it comes to guns. 
They support the National Instant 
Criminal Background Check Sys-
tem (NICS). They support waiting 
periods for gun purchases. They 
support the federal government’s 
licensing of gun dealers. They sup-
port the existence of the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and 
Explosives (ATF), even as they say 
they believe in limited government. 
And even though the Second 
Amendment says that “the right of 
the people to keep and bear arms 
shall not be infringed,” they support 
most federal gun laws — laws that 
infringe on the right of the people 
to keep and bear arms. 

Organ sales. Conservatives op-
pose free enterprise in the sale of 
voluntarily offered body organs. 
They oppose anyone’s having the 
individual freedom to sell one of his 
organs to the highest bidder — 
while he is alive or after he is dead. 
They support the federal govern-
ment’s National Organ Transplant 
Act of 1984 that outlawed the sale 
of organs and established the Organ 
Procurement and Transplantation 
Network even though the Constitu-
tion nowhere gives the federal gov-
ernment the authority to have any-
thing to do with such a thing. They 
oppose anyone’s being able to dis-
pose of his private property (which 
includes his body if it includes any-
thing) as he sees fit.

Conservatives oppose free 
enterprise in the sale of 

voluntarily offered body organs. 

Prostitution. Conservatives are 
adamantly against free enterprise, 
individual freedom, limited gov-
ernment, and private property 
when it comes to people’s wanting 
to privately, peacefully, voluntarily, 
and consensually exchange a sexual 
service for money. They oppose the 
repeal of any and all laws against 
prostitution. And yet, even though 
fornication and adultery are any-
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thing but traditional values, conser-
vatives have no problem when sex-
ual services are legal and given 
away as long as no money changes 
hands.

Anti-discrimination laws. Con-
servatives support federal anti-dis-
crimination laws even though they 
are an attack not only on the Con-
stitution, limited government, free 
enterprise, private property, and in-
dividual freedom, but also on free-
dom of association, freedom of 
contract, and freedom of thought. 
They are, of course, very selective, 
since they oppose the efforts of lib-
erals to include as part of anti-dis-
crimination laws sexual orientation 
and sexual identity. Conservatives 
don’t believe that employers have 
the right to hire or not hire anyone 
they choose. They don’t believe in 
the absolute right of business own-
ers to refuse service to anyone for 
any reason or property owners to 
refuse to sell, rent, or lease to any-
one on any basis.

On issue after issue, the conser-
vative mantra rings hollow.

Summary and conclusion

The conservative mantra of the 
Constitution, limited government, 
individual freedom, private prop-
erty, traditional values, free enter-
prise, and a strong national defense 

is a lie from start to finish. Conser-
vatives are so selective in adhering 
to their mantra as to render it 
meaningless. They have no problem 
with the federal government’s vio-
lating its own Constitution if it 
means furthering some conserva-
tive agenda. The only limited gov-
ernment they seek is a government 
limited to control by conservatives. 
Conservatives oppose the individu-
al freedom of adults to engage in 
selected activities that are peaceful, 
consensual, and don’t violate the 
personal or property rights of oth-
ers. They oppose the right of people 
to do what they want on and with 
their private property. Conserva-
tives think traditional values should 
be legislated and regulated by gov-
ernment. They don’t believe in a 
free-enterprise system for all goods 
and services. And there is nothing 
defensive about conservatives’ con-
cept of national defense. 

Conservatives think traditional 
values should be legislated and 

regulated by government.

The libertarian philosophy of 
liberty, property, and peace is alone 
a consistent and moral political 
philosophy. Libertarianism says 
that people should be free from in-
dividual, societal, or government 
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interference to live their lives any 
way they desire; pursue their own 
happiness; accumulate as much 
wealth as they can; assess their own 
risk; make their own choices; engage 
in commerce with anyone who is 
willing to reciprocate; participate in 
any economic activity for their prof-
it; and spend the fruits of their labor 
as they see fit as long as their actions 
are peaceful, their associations are 
voluntary, their interactions are 
consensual, and they don’t violate 
the personal or property rights of 
others. The rule of government 
should be strictly limited to keeping 
the peace and exacting restitution 
from those who violate the personal 
or property rights of others.

The only difference between lib-
erals and conservatives — and ev-
eryone in between — is the degree 
to which they deviate on any par-
ticular issue from the libertarian 
philosophy of liberty, property, and 

peace. On some issues it is liberals 
who diverge more; on other issues it 
is conservatives who stray further; 
and on most issues they both devi-
ate considerably from the libertari-
an standard.

Laurence M. Vance is a columnist and 
policy advisor for The Future of Free-
dom Foundation, an associated schol-
ar of the Ludwig von Mises Institute, 
and a columnist, blogger, and book 
reviewer at LewRockwell.com. Visit 
his website: www.vancepublications 
.com. Send him email: lmvance@
laurencemvance.com.
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Donald Trump as  
Carnival Hawker and 
His Leftist Enemies
by Richard M. Ebeling

Politics has a strange influence 
on people. People who in 
their daily lives seem to act 

quite normal are driven into vari-
ous forms of madness by politics. 
For instance, I have friends and ac-
quaintances on both the political 
Right and Left, with whom totally 
normal conversations and interac-
tions may be had — unless it turns 
to politics. 

Donald Trump is now president 
of the United States. He was cer-
tainly not my choice for a hand on 
the nuclear and drone buttons, or in 
charge of the American interven-
tionist-welfare state. To me, how-
ever repugnant Trump’s personality 
and words may be — and they are 
most certainly disturbing and off-
putting — he says and proposes 

very little that the vast majority of 
the other politicians holding or 
running for office do not, as well. 
He is just more blunt and obnox-
ious in the way he does it. 

Donald Trump, the carnival con man

He reminds me of the carnival 
sideshow hawkers enticing us in to 
see their attractions by promising 
wondrous things through exagger-
ation, deception, distortion, and 
prurient promises, and all for the 
admission price of only ... 

Trump is sort of a P.T. Barnum 
brought back to life. Someone who 
knows how to play to people’s de-
sires, fears, erotic fantasies, and 
greed for getting something that is 
outside the normal range of every-
day life, and all for a few pennies. 
Hurry in, the show is about to begin 
in the inside. 

The hawker is a borderline con 
man, just inside the law, and always 
with his suitcase packed just in case 
he has to make a quick getaway a 
few steps ahead of the local sheriff.

There are often two types of 
people responding to our sideshow 
hawker-borderline con man: those 
who are taken in and can’t wait to 
put down their two bits and get in-
side to see the show; and those who 
get up in arms and want to run him 
out of town on a rail because he’s 
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clearly a crook preying upon peo-
ple’s weaknesses, and a bad influ-
ence on the town’s boys and girls, 
who keep nagging their parents to 
go to the traveling carnival — espe-
cially the boys, who hope to sneak 
in and see the hoochie-coochie girls.

Trump’s nationalist hawking message

Indeed, Donald Trump preys on 
his potential supporter-victims by 
drawing on almost every economic 
fallacy in the book. You lost your 
job? It’s because some manipulative 
foreign supplier stole away your 
American employer’s customers 
through a selling swindle of offer-
ing his version of the product at a 
lower price.

Don’t worry, Trump is now in 
charge and he will create jobs by 
keeping foreign goods out and by 
talking to the bad American busi-
nessmen who want to produce 
somewhere else. And if they don’t 
respond favorably to Trump’s 
words, he has a big stick of special 
import taxes just for them if they 
try to import back into America 
what they produce outside the 
country at lower cost.

It’s all about products made in 
America and by American workers, 
says Trump. Our new national day 
of patriotism, along with promised 
military parades all around the 

country, will make us feel unified 
and in it together as the variety of 
goods decreases and their prices go 
up. You’re gonna feel a lot better as 
people are employed in wasteful 
and misallocated jobs that, at a 
minimum, slow down any im-
provement in our standards of liv-
ing that could otherwise be ours if 
not for the new walls of economic 
protectionism.

The con man and the huckster are 
masters at fooling people into 

believing that they can have 
something for nothing.

The con man and the huckster 
are masters at fooling people into 
believing that they can have some-
thing for nothing, or if not for noth-
ing then at half the usual price. 
Trump the hawker stands on his 
soapbox outside the tent of national 
promises and says, “Tell you what 
I’m gonna do. You will have a tril-
lion-dollar infrastructure program 
to create jobs, fill in the potholes, 
and repair the bridges; and it’s all 
gonna be paid for from the jobs and 
products we make at home by keep-
ing out those bad, less expensive 
foreign goods. Plus, we are also 
gonna make the American military 
strong and huge again so we can 
crush Islamic terrorists off the face 
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of the Earth. By the way, have you 
seen how I wave my magic wand 
around the old-fashioned top hat 
and make a rabbit appear?”

Every dollar the government taxes 
or borrows is one dollar less 
that a private individual could 

have spent or borrowed.

The fact is, government gets the 
money it spends by taxing, borrow-
ing, or printing it. Usually, in our 
day and age, it’s a combination of all 
three, but that is the set of alterna-
tives. Every dollar the government 
taxes or borrows is one dollar less 
that a private individual could have 
spent or borrowed for a market-
based consumer demand or a prof-
it-oriented investment project.

If the central bank (in America’s 
case, the Federal Reserve System) 
prints the money to cover all or a 
part of the government’s borrowing 
needs, it ends up diluting the pur-
chasing power of the dollar to the 
extent to which prices may rise over 
time; it redirects a portion of the 
scarce resources of the society to-
ward what those in political power 
consider their best use rather than  
what the income-earning private 
citizens would choose in a free mar-
ketplace.

“Power to the People” — true and false
Which gets to another aspect of 

Donald Trump’s carnival act. In his 
Inaugural Address on January 20, 
2017, the president said that his 
goal was to turn his back on the 
privileged and plundering Wash-
ington political elite. Instead, his 
goal was to return “power to the 
people.” But what, exactly, does that 
mean? In the American tradition of 
limited constitutional government, 
“power to the people,” has most cer-
tainly meant the right of the people 
to elect and hold accountable those 
who are in political office for a stip-
ulated period of time. 

But its far more fundamental 
meaning has been returning power 
to the individual citizens of the 
country to plan, direct, and control 
their own lives by ending and  
repealing government controls, 
regulations, commands, and prohi-
bitions over the private and com-
mercial activities of the citizenry 
— that is, the practical implementa-
tion of the philosophical principle 
heralded in the Declaration of In-
dependence of each individual per-
son’s right to his life, liberty, pursuit 
of happiness, and honestly acquired 
property. 

But that is not what Trump 
means. For our new president is the 
fount of “the people’s” power. He 
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speaks for them, he will act for 
them, and he will make America 
“great” again for them. 

The one-man social engineer

Trump knows where and what 
types of jobs should be maintained 
or created. He knows the location 
for businessmen to invest their own 
capital in the attempt to make mar-
ketable and profitable goods and 
services, but within the confines of 
an investment arena of “America 
First.” He knows who is or is not a 
threat to America, and, therefore, 
who may visit, work, or live in the 
United States — for the good and 
greatness and safety of the nation as 
a whole. 

Trump intends to impose a wide 
degree of the “rule of men” —  

one man — rather than the  
rule of law.

Trump is an embodiment of 
what Adam Smith in his Theory of 
Moral Sentiments (1759) referred to 
as “the man of system” who views 
society as a great chessboard upon 
which he should have the power 
and authority to move the pieces 
about to create the patterns and re-
lationships that he considers right, 
good, and best. This social engineer, 
of course, forgets or disregards the 

fact that each of the pawns on that 
great chessboard of society is a liv-
ing, willing, desiring distinct indi-
vidual person who would rather 
determine his own place, position, 
and relationships to others in the 
community of men. 

It is also worth recalling Adam 
Smith’s additional reflection and 
warning in The Wealth of Nations 
(1776) that not only is such political 
planning and direction of men in 
society unnecessary, but also would 
“nowhere be so dangerous as in the 
hands of a man who had folly and 
presumption enough to fancy him-
self fit to exercise it.”

Trump has made it clear 
enough, time after time, that he be-
lieves himself to be the most in-
formed, intelligent, and reasonable 
person he knows. He needs neither 
council nor consultation to make 
the right decisions for “the people” 
of America. He has made it obvious 
through his words and his deeds 
that he intends to impose a wide de-
gree of the “rule of men” — one 
man — rather than the rule of law, 
with himself as the lawmaker and 
lawgiver and law imposer. 

What arrogance, what hubris, 
what a “pretense of knowledge” our 
new president exemplifies! These 
qualities have been and are present 
in virtually all those who seek and 
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win political office, from the local 
mayor’s office to the White House. 
Most of those in the political arena, 
however, consider such presump-
tion of ability and right to com-
mand others in society to be a trait 
best hidden beneath the cloak of at 
least some public humility and 
statements of merely a wish to 
“serve” and “give back” to society, 
lest their ambition for power be 
seen as crassly too self-serving and, 
thus, rejected by the voting public.

Like Obama before him, Trump 
has a pen to get things he wants 

through whatever he can get 
away with by executive order. 

Trump practically reverses this. 
The people need him to act, dictate, 
and impose his designs for their 
own good precisely because he 
knows how to get things done, to 
bring back American greatness, 
and all through a willingness to 
pontificate in abusive and rude lan-
guage right off the cuff. What need 
is there for a constitution, a legisla-
tive body in the form of the Con-
gress, legal restraints on making 
war on Islamic terrorists, or using 
torture to get people to talk (even if 
they honestly and innocently have 
nothing to say)? After all, like 
Barack Obama before him, he has a 

telephone and a pen to get things he 
wants — for good or bad — through 
whatever he can get away with by 
executive order. 

“What is seen” versus “what is not 
seen”

Trump’s supporters adore him. 
If Barack Obama was a savior for 
“hope and change” for tens of mil-
lions of people over the last eight 
years, Donald Trump is, now, the 
same for tens of millions of people 
(and some of them the same peo-
ple) waiting for the return to Amer-
ican Greatness. Whether under an 
election banner that is more social-
ist or more nationalist — and usu-
ally it ends up being some blend of 
both — tens of millions of people 
hunger for “the leader” (the “deal 
maker”) who will guide the coun-
try, command the levers of political 
power, and bring them to some 
“promised land.”

Just as the crowds surrounding 
the entrance to the carnival tent lis-
ten with eyes and mouths wide 
open as the sideshow hawker tells 
about the marvels and secrets and 
maybe forbidden scenes that can be 
theirs to see inside if only they buy 
their ticket and enter, so those tens 
of millions of voters stand in hope-
ful and excited awe of the politician 
offering entrance into the political 
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tent of jobs and “Made in America” 
industries, and all for the low price 
of a political campaign contribu-
tion and their vote on election day. 

All of these — dare I say — 
“suckers” to political power-lusters 
are delusional victims of what the 
19th-century French free-market 
economist Frédéric Bastiat called, 
“What is Seen and What is Not 
Seen.” The short-sighted citizen-
voter sees the factory closed, a job 
lost, someone having to leave the 
neighborhood in which he was 
born and raised, and then told that 
it shows that America is in decline, 
that the country is being taken ad-
vantage of by the foreign seller who 
drove the domestic producer out of 
business. 

What is not seen is that the 
product that used to cost, say, $100 
to buy when purchased from the 
domestic producer may now be 
purchasable from a foreign supplier 
for, perhaps, $75, which means that 
consumers can obtain the good for 
25 percent less, leaving them with 
$25 of cash in their pockets to buy 
things that previously they could 
not afford.

Those consumers have the de-
sired product for $75 instead of 
$100, and are able to increase their 
demands for other goods and ser-
vices up to that $25 of savings. That 

creates and increases the demands 
for the other goods, makes their 
production more profitable, and 
generates some of the alternative 
employments for those who may 
have lost their jobs when that Amer-
ican domestic producer could not 
match the economic efficiency of 
his foreign rival. 

The foreign manufacturer spends 
back those dollars earned in the 

United States to buy desired 
American goods and services.

Furthermore, the foreign man-
ufacturer does not give his product 
away to Americans for free. He has 
selected a line of production that he 
considers potentially profitable by 
devising ways of producing and 
selling it at a lower cost or with im-
proved or better features and quali-
ties. He wants the dollars he earns 
from selling his product for $75 so 
he, in turn, can return to the market 
as a consumer himself, or as a buyer 
of resources or capital equipment to 
maintain or expand his production 
capabilities. 

He spends back those dollars 
earned in the United States to buy 
desired American goods and ser-
vices or to import resources or capi-
tal equipment from American sup-
pliers. Or if he does not spend those 
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dollars himself, some other inter-
ested buyer of American goods 
purchases the dollars from him on 
the foreign exchange market. The 
increased export demand in Amer-
ica is payment for the desired goods 
Americans have imported into the 
country. They are also a part of the 
alternative employments that had 
become available because of the 
original domestic producer’s inabil-
ity to successfully match the cost ef-
ficiencies of his foreign competitor. 

Some buyer of American goods 
purchases those dollars from the 

foreign manufacturer on the 
foreign exchange market.

This is no different than if a suc-
cessful Indiana businessman devis-
es a way to make some product for 
less and captures part or all of the 
market for his good in, say, Arizo-
na. The Arizona businessman may 
have to cut back or shut down his 
operation in the face of his compet-
itor from Indiana, and some or all 
of his workers are let go. They find 
alternative employments in Arizo-
na or maybe they have to move to 
Kentucky for a new job and may 
have to learn some new work skills 
along the way.

But Arizona consumers are now 
able to buy a “Made in Indiana” 

product for less. They are able to in-
crease their demand for goods they 
previously could not afford. The in-
creased demand for that good in-
creases the number of job opportu-
nities from making different prod-  
ucts in Arizona or perhaps in Ken-
tucky, now.  

This is one of the ways that we 
all experience economic progress 
and rising standards of living: either 
we are able to buy more goods for 
lower per unit costs or we are able 
to obtain improved and better-
quality goods, whether their prices 
decrease or not. 

American consumers gain what for-
eign taxpayers lose

But don’t foreign governments 
sometimes give their producers 
subsidies and other artificial cost 
advantages at the expense of Amer-
ican producers? Yes, they do.  
But American state and municipal 
governments also give companies 
artificial competitive advantages 
through special tax breaks, zoning 
variances, regulatory favors, or out-
right subsidies to open or expand 
their business activities in their part 
of the United States as opposed to 
somewhere else. 

That may result in making a 
manufacturer in, let us say, Arkan-
sas able to gain market share against 
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a rival in, let us say, Vermont or 
New Hampshire. Should govern-
ments, whether in the international 
arena or around the corner in an-
other state or town, do such things? 
Do they not potentially distort and 
wastefully misdirect industry, in-
vestment, and employment from 
where it would have been if all mar-
kets had been free and uninflu-
enced from the political hands of 
government, wherever and what-
ever that government might be? 
Yes, that is absolutely the case. And 
the world and the nation would be a 
better, less expensive, and more 
prosperous place if governments 
abroad and here at home would 
limit their actions to the protection 
of life, liberty, and property under 
an impartial rule of law.

The world would be a better 
place if governments would limit 
their actions to the protection of 

life, liberty, and property.

But the answer to the abuses and 
privileges from the misuse of politi-
cal power abroad is not to retaliate or 
reciprocate with similar actions by 
one’s own government. If a good can 
be imported and sold at a lower price 
in Ohio from either Chongqing, 
China, or Cheyenne, Wyoming, it 
does not matter from the benefit 

perspective of Ohioan consumers 
whether it is sold for less because the 
producer in China or Wyoming is 
able to do it as a result of market-
based cost efficiencies or because the 
government in China or Wyoming 
has provided an import subsidy. 

For the Ohioan consumers, a 
desired good can be purchased for 
less, offering them a chance to get a 
desired good at a price that leaves 
them extra money in their pocket 
to buy more things previously be-
yond their financial reach. In either 
case, some Ohio manufacturer may 
have to cut back or shut down its 
business. And some or all of its em-
ployees may have to find alternative 
employment or relocate. 

The taxpayers and consumers of 
the foreign country whose govern-
ment may have “stimulated” addi-
tional export business through sub-
sidies or other forms of production 
privileges should express their con-
cern and complaint. The foreign 
taxpayers are the ones left with less 
money in their pockets so that one 
of their nation’s producers may be 
given a financial benefit at their ex-
pense. Those foreign consumers are 
the ones who lose out from some of 
the redirection of their nation’s re-
sources and labor force from mak-
ing products they wanted and they 
would have been able to buy if the 
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tax money had not been plundered 
from them. Instead, labor and re-
sources were used to make other 
goods made available to American 
consumers for less than otherwise 
would have been the case. 

Alas, these are all the things that 
are what Bastiat said are among the 
“unseen,” and which the political 
huckster is able to get people not to 
see, while he gets them to ooh and 
aah by directing their attention to 
immediately visible jobs and facto-
ries that his manipulations of the 
market may produce. 

Trump’s opponents are collectivist 
sore losers

If one group of the gullible pub-
lic is taken in by the carnival hawk-
er, what about those in the commu-
nity who demand driving him out 
of town on a rail? In the case of 
Donald Trump, his opponents are 
primarily disgruntled Democrats, 
sore-loser lefties, and political 
trough-eaters who bet on the wrong 
political horse in the presidential 
race. It is especially hard on all of 
them, because they were all so cer-
tain that Hillary Clinton was going 
to win and keep the horn-of-plenty 
of plunder coming their way. 

They want Trump gone because 
he offends the aesthetic niceties that 
form the veneer of altruistic kind-

ness or concern for humanity be-
neath which they hide their plun-
der-lusting, while they pick tax- 
payers’ pockets and arrogantly tell 
those they have looted that it is all 
for their own good and the rest of 
mankind because they are too stu-
pidly uninformed to know how to 
spend their own money or manage 
their own lives. 

Democrats hide their own 
plunder-lusting beneath a veneer 

of altruistic kindness for 
humanity, while picking 

taxpayers pockets.

Their anger and fears do not 
come from a concern for the free-
dom and dignity of the individual 
person, or the sanctity of human re-
lationships based on voluntary asso-
ciation and peaceful, market better-
ment. They do not come from a 
cherishing of the institutions and the 
heritage of a constitutional order 
based on the eternal concern for the 
threat of tyrants who would reduce 
mankind to slaves and serfdoms 
bound to the commands of those 
possessing political power. 

No, theirs is a frustration and 
fury that the reins of coercive con-
trol have passed into the “wrong 
hands” — hands different from 
theirs and used for government 
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planning and plunder purposes dif-
ferent from the ones they want and 
desire. Theirs is an insistence on the 
illegitimacy of Trump’s presidency, 
because all are illegitimate who do 
not share the values and views of 
these soldiers for “social justice” 
fighting for a brighter and better 
collectivist future of their own 
imaginings. 

Lost in the clash of collectivisms 
— between Trump’s nationalist 
Trumpeters and the Left’s Social 
Justice Sore Losers — is the “third 
way” of classical liberalism and  
its message of individual liberty, 
private property, free association, 
and limited government is being 
pushed, once more, out of the arena 
of political debate.

That makes it even more impor-
tant that lovers of liberty do not be-
come despondent and that they  
instead stay the course, because in-
escapably Trump’s variation on the 
statist theme will also fail. And soci-
ety will especially need all its friends 
of freedom to sustain the idea and 
ideal of that true meaning of “pow-
er to the people,” that of individual 
freedom and free markets. 

Richard M. Ebeling is a BB&T Dis-
tinguished Professor at The Citadel. 
He was formerly a professor at 
Northwood University and Hills-
dale College. He has served as presi-
dent of The Foundation for Economic 
Education and as vice president for 
The Future of Freedom Foundation.

Economics as a positive science is a body of tenta-
tively accepted generalizations about economic 
phenomena that can be used to predict the conse-
quences of changes in circumstances.

— Milton Friedman



SUPPORTING 
THE FUTURE OF FREEDOM FOUNDATION

Our work advancing freedom depends on the  
financial support we receive from people who share  

our commitment to the moral, philosophical, and economic 
principles of a free society. Since The Future of Freedom 

Foundation is a 501(c)(3) educational foundation,  
donations are tax-deductible.

Donations can be made on our website 
— www.fff.org/support — 

or by calling us at 703-934-6101.

Here are ways that you can support our work:

1. A donation, with check or credit card.

2. A donation in any amount you choose by means  
of a recurring monthly charge to your credit card.

3. A donation of stock, the full market value  
of the stock being tax-deductible.

4. Naming The Future of Freedom Foundation as a  
beneficiary in your will or living trust, charitable  

gift annuity or trust, or life-insurance policy.

Over the years, planned giving has played an 
important role in sustaining our operations.

Thank you for your support of our work  
and your commitment to a free society!



11350 Random Hills Road
Suite 800

Fairfax ,VA 22030

www.fff.org
fff @ fff.org

Tel: 703-934-6101
Fax: 703-352-8678


