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Why the JFK  
Assassination Should 
Matter to Everyone, 
Part 1
by Jacob G. Hornberger

s

As everyone knows, the term 
that is commonly used 
when the assassination of 

President John F. Kennedy is raised 
is “conspiracy theory!” It is a term 
that the CIA long ago advised its as-
sets in the mainstream press to em-
ploy against people who were ques-
tioning or challenging the official 
narrative of the assassination. The 
idea is that anyone who posits that 
the assassination was a national-se-
curity-state, regime-change opera-
tion, rather than an act of a lone 
nut, is doing nothing more than 
peddling a “conspiracy theory.” In 
the minds of those who use the 
term, the notion that the Pentagon 
and the CIA would assassinate a 

president of the United States is 
simply inconceivable. 

Actually, in the years and even 
decades following the assassination, 
there was some merit in referring to 
those who were challenging the of-
ficial narrative as “conspiracy theo-
rists.” That’s because, in my opinion, 
there simply was not sufficient evi-
dence beyond a reasonable doubt to 
convict the national-security estab-
lishment of the crime. 

In fact, if we go back to the first 
generation of assassination re-
searchers, very few of them accused 
the national-security establishment 
of assassinating Kennedy and then 
covering it up. They were mostly fo-
cused on accusing federal officials 
of negligence and incompetence in 
investigating the crime.  

There were certainly anomalies, 
some of which were very suspicious, 
but in my opinion, they were not 
sufficient to convict, at least not be-
yond a reasonable doubt. As I point 
out in my new book An Encounter 
with Evil: The Abraham Zapruder 
Story, among the biggest anomalies 
was the decision on the part of fed-
eral officials to shut down the offi-
cial investigation into the crime im-
mediately after the accused assassin, 
Lee Harvey Oswald, was himself 
assassinated. That was the position 
taken by FBI Director J. Edgar 
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Hoover on the Sunday Oswald was 
murdered. The very next day, Depu-
ty Attorney General Nicholas Kat-
zenbach, who was effectively in 
charge of the Justice Department, 
issued a memo stating “the public 
must be satisfied that Oswald was 
the assassin; that he did not have 
confederates who are still at large.”

We know that is not  
ordinarily the way that federal 

officials operate.

How could Katzenbach know 
that so quickly? We know that is not 
ordinarily the way that federal offi-
cials operate. It’s also not the way 
state officials operate. When some-
one kills a cop, all the other cops do 
everything they can to determine 
whether there were other people in-
volved in the crime. They don’t im-
mediately shut down the investiga-
tion as soon as the killer is 
apprehended or killed. The same 
holds true whenever a federal offi-
cial is assassinated. Federal officials 
do everything they can to deter-
mine if other people are involved 
and, if so, to bring them to justice.

Thus, the decision to immedi-
ately declare the case closed and 
shut down the investigation is a se-
rious anomaly, one that would 
cause any reasonable person to 

raise his eyebrows and wonder 
what is going on. But obviously it is 
not enough to convict the national-
security establishment — that is, 
the Pentagon and the CIA — of the 
crime beyond a reasonable doubt.

Another strange aspect of the 
Kennedy assassination involved the 
Warren Commission, the official 
entity chosen by President Lyndon 
Johnson to ostensibly investigate 
the assassination. Most of its pro-
ceedings were shrouded in secrecy, 
based on the grounds of protecting 
“national security.” Yet, if the assas-
sination was actually committed by 
a lone nut who just happened to be 
at the right place at the right time, 
why would “national security” en-
ter the picture? 

Moreover, the Warren Commis-
sion ordered that much of the evi-
dence it accumulated be kept secret 
until the year 2039. Why would 
such secrecy be necessary given 
that the assassination was suppos-
edly committed by a lone nut? Yet, 
in my opinion, that is still not 
enough to convict the national-se-
curity establishment beyond a rea-
sonable doubt. 

I began studying the Kennedy 
assassination after seeing Oliver 
Stone’s movie JFK in 1991. The 
movie posited that the assassina-
tion was a highly sophisticated re-



Future of Freedom 4 September 2022

Why the JFK Assassination Should Matter to Everyone

gime-change operation carried out 
by the national-security establish-
ment. I read countless books on the 
subject, the best of which was JFK 
and the Unspeakable: Why He Died 
and Why It Matters by James K. 
Douglass. I became convinced that 
the assassination of President Ken-
nedy was, in fact, a national-securi-
ty-state, regime-change operation. 
Yet, even though I was convinced 
about what happened, I still didn’t 
believe there was enough evidence  
to establish beyond a reasonable 
doubt that what happened was  
such an operation. Thus, it made 
sense to me why some people 
would continue to refer to the no-
tion as a “conspiracy theory.”

Yet, everyone would have to 
concede that it is entirely possible 
for a theory to materialize into fact 
based on the discovery of evidence 
that establishes criminality beyond 
a reasonable doubt. 

The Schneider assassination

For example, consider the assas-
sination of Chilean general Rene 
Schneider. He was the overall com-
mander of the Chilean armed forc-
es in 1970. He was shot dead that 
year on the streets of Santiago in an 
attempt to kidnap him. 

Let’s assume that someone pos-
tulated immediately after that as-

sassination, “I’ll bet that the CIA 
had something to do with Schnei-
der’s murder.” That clearly would be 
a “conspiracy theory” given that 
there would be no evidence to sup-
port the allegation. Moreover, after 
CIA Director Richard Helms testi-
fied under oath before Congress 
that the CIA played no role in Chile’s 
domestic political affairs in the early 
1970s, the allegation would most 
definitely remain a “conspiracy the-
ory.” That’s because there would be 
no evidence to establish that the 
CIA was responsible for the kid-
napping attempt and assassination 
of Schneider. 

I began studying the Kennedy 
assassination after seeing Oliver 

Stone’s movie JFK in 1991.

In 1976, however, the U.S. Sen-
ate’s Church Committee uncovered 
clear and convincing evidence that 
the CIA had orchestrated Schnei-
der’s kidnapping and assassination. 
The evidence established that not 
only did the CIA secretly smuggle 
high-powered weapons into the 
country, it also paid hush money to 
the kidnappers/murderers after the 
assassination in the hope of keeping 
them silent. Helms was later con-
victed of testifying falsely during 
his congressional testimony.
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Thus, what began as a “conspir-
acy theory” ended up being an es-
tablished fact, even though it took 
several years to uncover the evi-
dence establishing the CIA’s com-
mission of the crime. 

It’s worth examining the CIA’s 
motive for kidnapping and assassi-
nating Rene Schneider, who was a 
totally innocent man, because it pro-
vides insight into the Kennedy assas-
sination. In 1970, there was a presi-
dential election in Chile. A man 
named Salvador Allende received a 
plurality of the votes. Since he had 
not received a majority, though, the 
election was thrown into the hands 
of the Chilean congress pursuant to 
the Chilean constitution.

The Cold War

This was at the height of the 
Cold War, a period in which U.S. 
officials were convinced that Amer-
ica was in grave danger of falling to 
the communists. The official mind-
set was that there was an interna-
tional communist conspiracy that 
was supposedly based in Moscow 
whose aim was to put the entire 
world, especially the United States, 
under communist rule. 

In fact, the Red threat was why 
the U.S. government was converted 
into a national-security state in the 
first place. U.S. officials believed 

that America’s founding system of a 
limited-government republic, with 
its limited federal powers, was in-
sufficient to defend America from a 
communist takeover. To ensure that 
America did not go Red, it was nec-
essary, U.S. officials maintained, 
that the federal government be con-
verted into a national-security state, 
one in which the national-security 
establishment would wield the 
same omnipotent powers as the to-
talitarian regimes, such as assassi-
nation, torture, indefinite deten-
tion, and mass secret surveillance. 

What began as a “conspiracy 
theory” ended up being an 

established fact.

This international communist 
conspiracy, it was said, had already 
reached 90 miles away from the 
United States with the success of 
the Cuban revolution in 1959. Ever 
since then, communist Cuba was 
considered to be grave threat to the 
national security of the United 
States, which was why the CIA later  
initiated several assassination at-
tempts against Cuban leader Fidel 
Castro.

Pentagon and CIA officials con-
sidered the Cold War to be a war to 
the finish. It was believed that there 
could never be peaceful coexistence 
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with the Soviet Union, Red China, 
North Korea, North Vietnam, 
Cuba, or any other communist re-
gime. Anyone who took the side of 
the Reds or even just remained neu-
tral was considered to be an enemy 
of the United States.

Allende wanted nothing to do 
with America’s fierce anti-

communist crusade.

Salvador Allende was a dyed-in-
the-wool socialist. Even worse, 
from the standpoint of U.S. officials, 
he wanted nothing to do with 
America’s fierce anticommunist 
crusade. Worst of all, he actually be-
friended the Soviet Union and 
Cuba. In fact, after he became presi-
dent, he invited Cuba’s communist 
president, Fidel Castro, to visit 
Chile. As the two leaders motor-
caded in Chile, thousands of Chil-
eans lining the streets cheered the 
two leaders.

In the eyes of U.S. officials, Al-
lende constituted a grave threat to 
U.S. national security, not only be-
cause he was a self-avowed socialist 
but especially because he was be-
friending America’s avowed enemy, 
one that was supposedly deter-
mined to turn America Red. 

Interestingly enough, however, 
the CIA did not attempt to assassi-

nate Allende, or at least no evidence 
has yet surfaced to establish such an 
attempt. Targeting a democratically 
elected president with a state-spon-
sored assassination would not have 
been unprecedented for the CIA. In 
1954, a man named Jacobo Arbenz 
was elected president of Guatemala. 
Arbenz was a socialist who, like Al-
lende later would, befriended the 
Soviet Union. Therefore, five years 
before Castro took power in Cuba, 
U.S. officials deemed Arbenz to be a 
grave threat to U.S. national securi-
ty. As part of a CIA-orchestrated 
coup, the CIA compiled a list of 
Guatemalan officials to be assassi-
nated. We are still not permitted to 
see who was on that list (“national 
security”), but there is no question 
but that Arbenz was at the top of 
the assassination list. Fortunately 
for him, he was able to escape the 
country before the CIA could mur-
der him.

Moreover, just before President 
Kennedy took office, the CIA or-
chestrated the assassination of 
Congo leader Patrice Lumumba, 
another totally innocent man. The 
justification for Lumumba’s mur-
der? As a leader in the Congo’s fight 
for independence from Belgium’s 
imperial rule, he was deemed to 
lean toward the Soviet Union.
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The Chilean coup
Once the Chilean election was 

thrown into the hands of the Chil-
ean congress, the CIA came up with 
a two-pronged plan: (1) to bribe the 
members of the Chilean congress 
into voting against Allende, and (2) 
to induce the Chilean national-se-
curity establishment to take control 
over the reins of government with a 
coup.

The position of the Pentagon and 
the CIA was that the constitution 

was not a “suicide pact.”

As the overall head of Chile’s 
armed forces, Schneider refused to 
go along with a coup. His position 
was that the Chilean constitution 
did not allow for the violent remov-
al of a democratically elected presi-
dent, including one who was a so-
cialist befriending the communist 
world. Schneider’s position was that 
the Chilean national-security es-
tablishment would uphold the 
country’s constitution that they had 
vowed to defend.

The U.S. national-security es-
tablishment’s position was diamet-
rically opposed to that of Schneider. 
Its position with respect to Allende 
had very serious ramifications for 
the Kennedy assassination, which 
had taken place ten years before. It 

believed that given that Allende was 
leading Chile to doom through a 
communist takeover, the Chilean 
national-security establishment 
had a moral duty to ignore the 
country’s constitution and to save 
the country by ensuring he did not 
become president or by violently 
removing him from office if he did 
assume the presidency. 

In other words, the position of 
the Pentagon and the CIA was that 
the constitution was not a “suicide 
pact.” If by following it the country 
would be destroyed or taken over 
by the communists, it was the re-
sponsibility of the national-security 
branch of the government to pro-
tect “national security” by violently 
removing its own democratically 
elected president from office and 
taking charge of the government. 

Thus, the CIA determined that 
it needed to remove Schneider  
from power as the head of the Chil-
ean armed forces. That’s what his 
kidnapping/assassination accom-
plished. Once he was removed as an 
obstacle, the Pentagon and the CIA 
were able to convince rightwing 
Chilean military-intelligence offi-
cials that they had a duty to save 
their nation by violently removing 
their own president from office. On 
September 11, 1973 — three years 
after Allende was elected president 
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— the Chilean national-security 
branch of the government, with the 
full support of the Pentagon and the 
CIA, declared war on Allende and 
the executive branch of the govern-
ment. After repeated attempts to as-
sassinate Allende with bullets and 
missiles failed, Allende’s allies sur-
rendered, and he reportedly com-
mitted suicide before he could be 
taken captive and subjected to the 
brutal torture that was later meted 
out to tens of thousands of his sup-
porters. 

Allende’s allies surrendered, and 
he reportedly committed suicide 
before he could be taken captive.

To this day, there are right-
wingers both in Chile and here in 
the United States who argue that 
the Chilean national-security es-
tablishment did the right thing in 
violently removing Allende from 
power, notwithstanding that the 
Chilean constitution did not autho-
rize such an act. They say that the 
violent removal of a democratically 
elected president was justified be-
cause it saved the country from a 
president whose policies, they say, 
were leading toward a society that 
was no different in principle from 
that in Cuba and other communist 
nations.

In any event, what began as a 
conspiracy theory with respect to 
the kidnapping and assassination of 
Gen. Rene Schneider ended up as 
an established fact once the evi-
dence surfaced establishing that the 
CIA had secretly orchestrated the 
event. Thus, supporters of the U.S. 
national-security state could justifi-
ably cry “conspiracy theory!” if 
someone initially speculated that 
the CIA was responsible for his 
murder. Once the evidence sur-
faced several years later establishing 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the 
CIA was behind the kidnapping 
and murder, the cry of “conspiracy 
theory!” was no longer valid.

A fraudulent autopsy

That’s what has happened in the 
Kennedy assassination. Years and 
even decades went by with people 
postulating that the assassination 
was a regime-change operation that 
was carried out by the U.S. national-
security establishment, just like the 
one that would take place in Chile 
ten years later. But the problem was 
that the evidence establishing crim-
inal culpability, while persuasive, 
failed, in my opinion, to meet the 
beyond-a-reasonable-doubt stan-
dard that is used in criminal cases.

That situation changed dramati-
cally in the 1990s during the term 
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of the Assassination Records Re-
view Board. The ARRB uncovered 
evidence establishing beyond a rea-
sonable doubt that the U.S. nation-
al-security establishment had, in 
fact, done to Kennedy precisely 
what it would exhort its counter-
parts in Chile to do ten years later. 

That evidence, however, did not 
come in the form of a confession or 
other direct evidence. Instead, it 
came in the form of circumstantial 
evidence, which, as every judge in 
the land will tell you, is just as valid 
as direct evidence in a criminal 
prosecution in a court of law.

The circumstantial evidence 
that the ARRB uncovered related to 
the autopsy that the U.S. national-
security establishment carried out 
on President Kennedy’s body on the 
very evening of the assassination. 
The evidence surrounding the au-
topsy established beyond a reason-
able doubt that the autopsy was 
fraudulent. 

Now, ask yourself a question: 
Why would the military, which was 
directly responsible for the autopsy 
conducted on President Kennedy’s 
body, conduct a fraudulent autop-
sy? I will guarantee you: You cannot 
come up with an innocent explana-
tion for a fraudulent autopsy. No 
one ever has. No one ever will. 
There is no innocent explanation 

for a fraudulent autopsy. It neces-
sarily means criminal culpability in 
the assassination itself. 

You cannot come up with an 
innocent explanation for a 

fraudulent autopsy.

After all, a fraudulent autopsy is 
not something that happens spon-
taneously. In other words, imagine 
after President Kennedy was de-
clared dead at Parkland Hospital, 
someone at the Pentagon and the 
CIA saying, “Hey, what do you all 
think about conducting a fraudu-
lent autopsy on the president’s 
body?” Someone else responds, 
“Wow! That’s a fantastic idea. Count 
me on board.” Imagine that every-
one gets so excited about this idea 
that it’s all set into motion within a 
few hours of the president’s death. 

Ridiculous, right? There is no 
way that such a plan could or would 
have been initiated on the spur of 
the moment. After all, what possi-
ble reason would there be for doing 
that? 

Instead, a plan for a fraudulent 
autopsy had to have been pre-
planned as part of a cover-up. But 
for whom would they be planning 
to cover up? If it’s preplanned, then 
there is only one conceivable an-
swer: for themselves. They pre-
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planned a fraudulent autopsy as 
part of a cover-up of their own as-
sassination of Kennedy. There is no 
other reasonable answer. 

Over the years, it has been al-
leged that Kennedy was assassinat-
ed by the Soviet Union or Cuba. But 
if that were the case, then why 
would the national-security estab-
lishment immediately initiate a 
fraudulent autopsy. To cover up for 
the communists? That makes no 
sense. They hated the Reds.

No, there is only one conceiv-
able reason for a fraudulent autopsy 
that was carried out within just a 
few hours after the assassination. A 
fraudulent autopsy necessarily 
means criminal culpability in the 
assassination on the part of the na-
tional-security establishment. 

It’s worth reviewing how it was 
that the military took control over 
the president’s autopsy. 

The assassination of President 
Kennedy was an unequivocal mur-
der case under Texas state law. At 
that time, it was not a federal of-
fense to assassinate the president. In 
all murder cases, Texas law required 
an autopsy to be conducted by the 
county medical examiner. 

Thus, immediately after the 
president was declared dead at 
Parkland Hospital, the Dallas 
County medical examiner, Dr. Earl 

Rose, declared that he was going to 
conduct an autopsy in accordance 
with state law. 

It’s worth reviewing  
how it was that the military took 

control over the president’s 
autopsy.

At that point, a team of Secret 
Service agents, headed by a man 
named Roy Kellerman, who was 
carrying a Thompson submachine 
gun, went into action. Declaring 
loudly that they were operating un-
der orders, they informed Rose in 
no uncertain terms that he would 
not be permitted to conduct the au-
topsy. Rose persisted. The Secret 
Service agents pulled back their 
coats and brandished their guns. 
Screaming, yelling, and emitting a 
stream of profanities, they forced 
their way out of the hospital with 
Kennedy’s body, which had been 
placed into a very heavy, ornate cas-
ket. One rather large Secret Service 
agent actually physically picked up 
Rose, carried him a few feet, put 
him against a wall, and wagged his 
finger in his face. 

There is only one person who 
could have issued such an extraor-
dinary order to violate state law. 
That person was President Lyndon 
Johnson. In fact, we know it had to 
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be him because after he arrived at 
Dallas Love Field, he had his per-
sonnel begin removing seats from 
the back of Air Force One to make 
room for the casket that he knew 
would be arriving shortly. 

After Kellerman’s team arrived 
at the airport, the casket was placed 
on board Air Force One. Johnson 
then flew to Andrews Air Force 
Base in Maryland, just outside 
Washington, D.C. There is some-
thing important to note about the 
Washington, D.C., area: There were 
countless competent and promi-
nent civilian forensics pathologists 
in that part of the country. Johnson 
could have called on any of them to 
perform the autopsy. After all, 
America is not supposed to be a mil-
itary nation, like the Soviet Union 
or Red China. Moreover, it wasn’t 
like Kennedy was killed in battle. 
What business did the military have 
taking control over the autopsy?

But that is precisely what hap-
pened. President Johnson delivered 
President Kennedy’s body into the 
hands of the military, which then 
proceeded to conduct a fraudulent 
autopsy.

As I indicated earlier, the fraud 
did not become manifest until the 
1990s — more than 30 years after 
the assassination. By that time, the 

mainstream press had become pas-
sive and deferential to the national-
security establishment. Moreover, 
thanks to the very successful propa-
ganda campaign launched by the 
CIA, the term “conspiracy theory” 
had become a part of America’s po-
litical lexicon, and many people had 
developed a deep fear of being la-
beled a “conspiracy theorist.”

But even though the evidence 
establishing a fraudulent autopsy 
came out in the 1990s, it wasn’t un-
til ten years later that it would be set 
forth clearly and succinctly in a wa-
tershed book that ended up sealing 
the case against the national-securi-
ty establishment. That book was en-
titled Inside the Assassination Re-
cords Review Board by Douglas P. 
Horne, who had served on the staff 
of the ARRB.

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

NEXT MONTH: 
“Why the JFK Assassination 
Should Matter to Everyone, 

Part 2”  
by Jacob G. Hornberger
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Thank Joe Biden for 
Your COVID-Positive 
Nurse
by James Bovard

If you pick up a COVID infec-
tion during your next visit to a 
hospital or medical office, may-

be send a thank-you card to Presi-
dent Biden. His COVID vaccine 
mandate was one of the most per-
verse public-health edicts in mod-
ern times. Vaccination status went 
from being a proxy for health to be-
ing a substitute for sane healthcare 
policy.

Last September, Biden an-
nounced that he was mandating 
COVID vaccines for all 10 million 
healthcare workers in America — 
as well as for any American work-
ing for a company employing more 
than a hundred people. In a tele-
vised evening speech, he an-
nounced, “My job as president is to 
protect all Americans.” Actually, his 

oath of office was to uphold and  
defend the Constitution, but no 
matter. 

Biden issued the equivalent of a 
declaration of war on 80 million 
unvaccinated Americans, portray-
ing them as Public Enemy Number 
One (except for postal workers, 
who the White House exempted 
from the mandate due to the clout 
of postal unions). Biden castigated 
the unvaxxed: “We’ve been patient 
but our patience is wearing thin. 
And your refusal has cost all of us.” 
Biden’s declaration sounded like the 
threat a dictator makes prior to in-
vading a foreign nation. Biden fin-
ger-wagged: “This is not about free-
dom or personal choice. It’s about 
protecting yourself and those 
around you — the people you work 
with, the people you care about, the 
people you love.” But who would 
protect Americans from Biden’s 
dictatorial mandates? 

Biden’s vaccine lies

The Biden administration has 
consistently portrayed vaccines as a 
pandemic panacea. Shortly before 
dictating the mandate, Biden prom-
ised, “You’re not going to get COV-
ID if you have these vaccinations.” 
When he announced plans to im-
pose the mandate in a September 9 
speech, Biden declared that “there’s 
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only one confirmed positive case 
per 5,000 fully vaccinated Ameri-
cans per day. You’re as safe as pos-
sible.” Biden deceived the American 
public by pretending that the vac-
cines would keep them safe by pre-
venting all contagion. To buttress 
the Biden storyline, the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention 
ceased counting the vast majority of 
“breakthrough infections” among 
vaccinated people several months 
earlier. The Washington Post report-
ed that the CDC’s “overly rosy as-
sessments of the vaccines’ effective-
ness against delta ... may have lulled 
Americans into a false sense of se-
curity.” In October, Biden repeated 
his claim that vaccines prevent  
COVID transmission — even 
though the CDC had finally admit-
ted its failure on that score. 

The Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention ceased counting 

the vast majority of 
“breakthrough infections.”

The moral principles involved 
in Biden’s decree were showcased in 
numerous court battles late last 
year. Three days after Biden’s man-
date speech, a federal judge tempo-
rarily blocked New York State’s vac-
cine mandate for all healthcare 
professionals, which was a mirror-

image of the new federal mandate. 
Seventeen healthcare workers who 
claimed religious exemptions had 
asserted that the mandate “emerges 
in the context of an atmosphere of 
fear and irrationality in which the 
unvaccinated are threatened with 
being reduced to a caste of un-
touchables if they will not consent 
to being injected.” Biden did his 
best to fuel hostility, assuring vac-
cinated individuals that “I under-
stand your anger at those who 
haven’t gotten vaccinated.” 

Biden did not formally issue his 
vaccine decrees until November 5, 
when his appointees unveiled a 
150,000+-word Federal Register 
sidewinder announcing his “jab or 
job” ultimatum. The official notice 
touted the initial 95% claimed effi-
cacy of COVID vaccines from the 
clinical trials but ignored subse-
quent studies that revealed plum-
meting efficacy. Team Biden’s an-
nouncement explained that it was 
mandating vaccinations because 
the “most important inducement 
[for vaccination] will be the fear of 
job loss.” And the president had the 
right to destroy people’s jobs for the 
“public good” — at least according 
to the latest progressive version of 
the Constitution. The ultimatum 
was justified, according to the Fed-
eral Register notice, because “vac-
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cination mandates have generally 
been more effective than merely 
encouraging vaccination.” In other 
words, compulsion produces sub-
mission. 

Healthcare workers fight back

Across the nation, thousands of 
healthcare workers were fired for 
refusing to get injected. The Cleve-
land Clinic fired 700 employees. In 
New York, a hospital closed its ma-
ternity ward and ceased delivering 
babies because of a shortage of vac-
cinated nurses. One health system 
curtailed elective and nonemergen-
cy surgeries and reduced radiology 
treatment in part because of loss of 
health personnel due to the vaccine 
mandate.

After conflicting decisions on 
the Biden mandate in federal ap-
peals court, the Supreme Court 
speedily took up the case. Accord-
ing to a brief from the attorneys 
general of Missouri and Nebraska, 
Biden’s mandate “threatens eco-
nomic ruin and patient harm 
throughout the [healthcare] indus-
try” and “will have disastrous con-
sequences on [health care] particu-
larly in rural communities.” The 
Federal Register notice on the new 
mandate dismissed concerns about 
the loss of healthcare staff because 
“there is insufficient evidence to 

quantify” the impact. Since the feds 
chose not to tabulate the damage, 
the problem didn’t exist. Biden re-
sponded to shortages of critical per-
sonnel by sending in a thousand 
U.S. military personnel to assist 
hospitals but provided zero relief 
for most healthcare facilities. 

Since the feds chose not to 
tabulate the damage, the problem 

didn’t exist.

In its brief to the Supreme 
Court, the Biden administration 
declared that the vaccine mandate 
was “critical to preventing out-
breaks of (COVID-19) that had 
devastated Medicare- and Medic-
aid-participating facilities earlier in 
the pandemic.” However, two weeks 
before the Supreme Court heard 
oral arguments, the CDC changed 
its previous guidance on healthcare 
workers isolating after testing posi-
tive for COVID-19. The CDC de-
creed that the quarantine time for 
COVID-infected health employees 
can be sharply reduced if there are 
staffing shortages. Some COVID-
19-positive nurses across the coun-
try have been told to come into 
work and treat patients even if they 
still have symptoms.

People who contract a virus and 
recover have natural immunity that 
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subsequently protects them. But the 
Biden administration ignored post-
infection immunity, perhaps be-
cause it did nothing for presidential 
bragging rights – “100 million shots 
in 100 days,” as Biden crowed in 
March 2021. According to Biden 
policymakers, it was better for hos-
pital patients to be treated by fever-
ridden COVID-positive nurses 
(whose COVID-19 vaccinations 
failed to safeguard them from the 
virus) than by unvaccinated nurses 
with no COVID. Zenei Triunfo-
Cortez, president of National Nurs-
es United, said the new policy “will 
only result in further transmission, 
illness and death.”

The CDC stopped publishing 
vaccination details on COVID 

deaths in October.

Shortly before the Supreme 
Court heard the case, Biden de-
clared that “almost everyone who 
has died from COVID-19 in the 
past many months has been unvac-
cinated.” But the fully vaccinated 
accounted for 21% to 27% of CO-
VID-19 fatalities in Oregon from 
August through November and 
40% to nearly 75% of deaths in Ver-
mont from August into October. 
The data had become so embarrass-
ing to the Biden administration that 

the CDC stopped publishing vacci-
nation details on COVID deaths in 
October. 

Biden admits “no federal solution”

Biden also admitted in late De-
cember that there is “no federal so-
lution (to COVID-19). This gets 
solved at the state level.” That was a 
far cry from his pledge in his final 
debate with Donald Trump in Oc-
tober 2020, when Biden promised: 
“I will take care of this. I will end 
this. I’m going to shut down the vi-
rus, not the country.” Biden’s “no 
federal solution” offered ample jus-
tification for the Supreme Court to 
reject Biden’s mandate. 

On January 7, the Supreme 
Court heard oral arguments amidst 
the worst COVID surge ever. “Man-
dates have curbed almost every-
thing except COVID-19 cases,” Ya-
hoo editor Javier David quipped. 
Even though almost two-thirds of 
the U.S. population was fully vacci-
nated, more than a million new 
COVID cases were being diagnosed 
every day in early January. But that 
surge did nothing to stop Biden 
from prattling about a “pandemic 
of the unvaccinated.” 

During oral arguments, Justice 
Elena Kagan declared that the 
Biden policy is saying to healthcare 
providers “the one thing you can’t 
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do is to kill your patients.” Workers 
must get vaccinated, Kagan said, 
“so that you’re not transmitting the 
disease that can kill elderly Medi-
care patients.... You can’t be the car-
rier of disease.” 

Unless the carriers of disease are 
CDC-approved, as my USA Today 
op-ed on the morning of the court’s 
arguments noted. At that point, 
more than half a million healthcare 
workers had already had COV-
ID-19 infections, and more than 
99+% of them survived. However, 
the Biden mandate presumed that 
vaccines were the sole source of 
good health and protection and ig-
nored postinfection immunity be-
cause of perceived “uncertainties ... 
as to the strength and length of 
(natural) immunity.” However, a 
major Israeli study in August found 
that people who had COVID-19 
have far better protection against 
the delta variant than people who 
have received multiple COVID-19 
vaccine injections.

The Biden mandate ignored 
postinfection immunity.

The Supreme Court’s delibera-
tions occurred in a make-believe 
world that tacitly assumed that the 
vaccines were still the miracle cure 
that politicians like Biden initially 

claimed. But the effectiveness of the 
COVID booster shot had fallen to 
31%, according to CDC. Nobel 
Laureate scientist Luc Montagnier 
noted in the Wall Street Journal that 
Moderna and Pfizer vaccines after 
30 days had no “statistically signifi-
cant positive effect against Omi-
cron infection, and after 90 days, 
their effect went negative — i.e., 
vaccinated people were more sus-
ceptible to Omicron infection.” Lat-
er studies confirmed that vaccines 
and boosters increased the odds of 
contracting Omicron. CDC later 
admitted that almost half the CO-
VID deaths in early 2022 were 
among the fully vaxxed. On Janu-
ary 11, Biden’s FDA acting chief Ja-
net Woodcock told a Senate com-
mittee that “most people are going 
to get COVID.” So what was the 
point of mandatory vaccines? 

SCOTUS vaccine rulings a mixed bag

On January 13, the court voted 
to uphold the vaccine mandate for 
all healthcare workers by a 5 to 4 
vote. (A separate ruling struck 
down Biden’s mandate for employ-
ees of large companies.) The court’s 
healthcare mandate ruling de-
clared, “Ensuring that providers 
take steps to avoid transmitting a 
dangerous virus to their patients is 
consistent with the fundamental 
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principle of the medical profession: 
first, do no harm.” Unfortunately, 
federal policymakers were exempt 
from the “do no harm” admonition. 
The justices ignored or failed to 
comprehend how the Biden admin-
istration’s welcome mat for COV-
ID-positive nurses obliterated both 
its legal and moral case for man-
dates. 

Shortly after the decision was 
announced, The Lancet, one of the 
most respected medical journals in 
the world, editorialized that health-
care workers who recovered from 
COVID should be exempt from vax 
mandates. 

COVID vaccines can help re-
duce the risk of severe outcomes 
from COVID among the elderly 
and people with compromised 
health. But there was never any sci-
entific rationale for forcing every 
healthcare worker or every Ameri-
can to get an experimental jab that 
performed worse with each new 
COVID-19 wave. 

Biden’s vaccine mandates are 
another demolition of freedom that 

do nothing to end the most politi-
cally exploited pandemic in Ameri-
can history. But the government has 
no liability for the injections it 
mandates or the freedoms it de-
stroys. For bureaucrats and politi-
cians, gaining power and compel-
ling submission are victory enough, 
even when their policies fail to van-
quish a virus. How much longer 
will politicians pretend that their 
iron fists are a magic bullet?

James Bovard is a policy advisor to 
The Future of Freedom Foundation 
and the author of the ebook Free-
dom Frauds: Hard Lessons in 
American Liberty, published by FFF, 
Public Policy Hooligan, Attention 
Deficit Democracy, and eight other 
books.

NEXT MONTH: 
“Biden’s ‘Begging for Barrels’ 

Saudi Disgrace”  
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 and 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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Vouchers Are Not the 
Answer
by Laurence M. Vance

 

The deadly shooting at an el-
ementary school in Uvalde, 
Texas, earlier this year has 

Americans once again focusing on 
the dangers of the gun-free zones 
known as public schools. And if it is 
not a shooting, then it is acts of vio-
lence by students against other stu-
dents or teachers or bullying and 
harassment by students that result 
in other students committing sui-
cide. An investigation by the Asso-
ciated Press a few years ago uncov-
ered roughly 17,000 reports of rapes 
or sexual assaults by students over a 
four-year period. And those num-
bers were just from official reports.

But it is not just to the physical 
body that public schools can be 
dangerous. For many years now, 
public schools have been hazardous 
to the minds of students as well due 

to their dumbing down of the cur-
riculum and their promotion of so-
cialism, relativism, diversity and 
inclusion, environmentalism, cli-
mate change, and political correct-
ness. SAT scores have fallen, high 
schools have graduated functional 
illiterates, discipline and standards 
have gone by the wayside, teachers 
have been caught having sexual re-
lationships with students, and 
school-based “health clinics” have 
given out birth control without pa-
rental consent. 

To this can now be added the 
teaching of critical race theory and 
trangenderism, the allowing of boys 
masquerading as girls to use the 
girls’ restroom and play on girls’ 
sports teams, and the promotion of 
cancel culture and extreme woke-
ness. Earlier this year, a school dis-
trict in Wisconsin accused three 
eighth-grade boys of sexual harass-
ment and launched a Title IX inves-
tigation for referring to a classmate 
using the biologically correct pro-
noun “her” instead of the class-
mate’s preferred pronoun “them.”

Education and the state

There is no question that public 
education is a disaster, and for that 
reason alone should be abolished. 
But even if public schools were safe 
spaces, actually educated students, 
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and didn’t promote progressive po-
litical, economic, and social poli-
cies, they should still be shuttered. 

Education should be completely 
separated from the state — just like 
religion. Imagine if the national or 
state governments enacted laws tax-
ing people to support churches, 
synagogues, and mosques that they 
might provide religious services and 
then mandated that parents send 
their children to one of them. Peo-
ple would be outraged, and rightly 
so. But it is just as much an illegiti-
mate purpose of government to 
have anything to do with education. 

Public schools maintain their 
existence by coercion (taxation) 
and compulsion (mandatory-atten-
dance laws). They are first and fore-
most government schools. It is not 
the proper role of government to 
provide educational services any 
more than it is the proper role of 
government to provide pest-control 
services, landscaping services, 
manicure and pedicure services, 
hair-styling services, or car-repair 
services. 

There is nothing special about 
the business of education that ne-
cessitates that the government be 
involved in it. If there is no consti-
tutional right to receive basic neces-
sities like housing, clothing, and 
food, then there is certainly no con-

stitutional right to receive a gov-
ernment-provided or government-
funded education.

Public schools maintain their 
existence by coercion (taxation) 

and compulsion (mandatory-
attendance laws). 

In a free society, there would be 
no such thing as public schools be-
cause public education would not 
exist. All educational services 
would be privately provided and 
privately funded. All schools would 
be self-supporting. Not only would 
no American be forced to pay for 
the education of his own children, 
neither would he be forced to pay 
for the education of any other 
Americans or their children. 

In a free society, parents would 
be the ones solely responsible for 
the education of their children,  
just as parents are now solely re-
sponsible for their children’s eating, 
drinking, clothing, lodging, potty 
training, health, entertainment, 
recreation, religious instruction, 
transportation, and disciplining. 
This doesn’t mean that they have to 
personally teach their children 
reading, writing, and arithmetic 
anymore than it means that parents 
must personally perform circus acts 
to entertain their children. 
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This means that on the federal 
level, there would be no student 
loans, Pell grants, research grants to 
colleges and universities, math and 
science initiatives, school breakfast 
or lunch programs, school-accredi-
tation agencies, Head Start, Higher 
Education Act, Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, Educa-
tion for All Handicapped Children 
Act, special-education or bilingual-
education or Title IX mandates, 
and no Department of Education. 
This is a no-brainer and has noth-
ing to do with politics or ideology. 
There is simply nothing in the Con-
stitution that authorizes the federal 
government to have anything to do 
with education.

With a free market in education, 
there would be endless variety in 

K-12 education.

But this also means that on the 
state and local level, there would be 
no public schools, charter schools, 
public-school teachers, state colleg-
es or universities, teacher-educa-
tion requirements, teacher licens-
ing, teacher-certification standards, 
property taxes earmarked for pub-
lic schools, truancy laws, truant of-
ficers, school boards, state boards of 
regents, regulation or accreditation 
of private, religious, or home 

schools, and no state departments 
of education. 

The market for education would 
operate the same as any other mar-
ket. Profit opportunities for entre-
preneurs would abound. Competi-
tion would keep prices in check. 
Even now, the average cost per pu-
pil in public schools is about twice 
that of private schools. With a free 
market in education, there would 
be endless variety in K-12 educa-
tion, much like there is in colleges 
and universities today. Not only 
would there be for-profit and not-
for-profit schools as well as reli-
gious and secular schools, there 
would also be schools that catered 
to particular religions, political 
viewpoints, ethnic groups, genders, 
socio-economic statuses, nationali-
ties, or world views. Most school 
controversies over things like dress 
codes, prayer, head coverings, reli-
gion, sex education, and critical 
race theory would disappear if edu-
cation were left up to the free mar-
ket instead of the government.

Vouchers

But instead of calling for the 
wholesale elimination of govern-
ment-provided and government-
funded education, many conserva-
tives and some libertarians advocate 
government-provided educational 
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vouchers as the way to rescue chil-
dren from dangerous and failing 
public schools and put them in pri-
vate schools that will educate them 
instead of indoctrinate them. It has 
been over 30 years since Milwaukee 
began offering the nation’s first 
school vouchers to allow low-in-
come children to use taxpayer 
money to attend private schools. 
Since that time, many cities and 
states have introduced a wide vari-
ety of voucher programs. Accord-
ing to the Education Commission 
of the States, “There are currently 
27 voucher programs in 16 states 
and the District of Columbia.” 

Voucher proponents were ec-
static earlier this year when the 
Tennessee Supreme Court and then 
the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in 
their favor on two “school choice” 
programs. In 2019, Tennessee en-
acted the Education Savings Ac-
count Pilot Program. Beginning 
with the 2020–2021 school year, it 
was to provide state scholarships 
worth up to $7,300 to families from 
Shelby County (Memphis) and 
Metro Nashville school districts to 
send their children to private 
schools. In addition to tuition, 
funds could also be used for text-
books, tutoring and therapy servic-
es, transportation to educational 
institutions or services, computer 

hardware and software, and school 
uniforms. 

To be eligible, children would 
have to come from households 
earning less than 200 percent of the 
federal free lunch program (about 
$68,000 for a family of four), have 
attended a Tennessee public school 
during the prior school year or be 
newly eligible to do so, and be en-
rolled in a state-approved private 
school. About 68 percent of stu-
dents in Memphis and Nashville 
were estimated to be eligible to re-
ceive a scholarship. 

“There are currently 27 voucher 
programs in 16 states and the 

District of Columbia.”

But in February of 2020, a law-
suit was filed against the program 
alleging inter alia that it violated the 
Tennessee Constitution’s “home 
rule” provision that restricts the 
legislature from targeting a particu-
lar county for legislation. In May of 
2020, the county Chancery Court 
ruled that the ESA pilot program 
violated the provision, and in Sep-
tember of 2020, the Tennessee 
Court of Appeals agreed. This put a 
halt to the implementation of the 
program. In May of 2022, the state 
Supreme Court ruled against the 
“home rule” decision of the lower 
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courts and sent the case back to the 
Chancery Court to deal with the 
other issues. 

Because many of Maine’s school 
districts do not operate their own 
high schools, the state instituted a 
voucher program to pay for stu-
dents to attend private schools in 
order that Maine children receive a 
free public education in accordance 
with the state constitution. The pro-
gram stipulated that approved pri-
vate schools must be nonsectarian, 
that is, not related to a religious or-
ganization. Three sets of parents 
who wanted their children to go to 
Christian schools sued in U.S. Dis-
trict Court, alleging that the pro-
gram violated their First Amend-
ment right to the free exercise of 
their religion. The court ruled 
against them, as did the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the 1st Circuit.

The people actually paying for 
“school choice” don’t have any 

choice in the matter at all.

The case was appealed to the 
U.S. Supreme Court, which, by a 
vote of 6–3 on June 21, reversed the 
ruling of the lower courts, holding 
that: “Maine’s ‘nonsectarian’ re-
quirement for its otherwise gener-
ally available tuition assistance pay-
ments violates the Free Exercise 

Clause of the First Amendment. 
Regardless of how the benefit and 
restriction are described, the pro-
gram operates to identify and ex-
clude otherwise eligible schools on 
the basis of their religious exercise.”

These decisions, and others like 
them in previous years, are viewed 
as a victories for “school choice.” 
But what is “school choice” but giv-
ing some Americans the choice of 
where to spend other Americans’ 
money? The people actually paying 
for “school choice” don’t have any 
choice in the matter at all. The 
whole concept of “school choice” is 
a misnomer. Before the govern-
ment can issue a voucher to one 
American for education, it must 
first take money from another 
American. 

The government — which has 
no money of its own — forcibly 
takes money from people (many of 
whom don’t even have any chil-
dren) through compulsory taxation 
and uses it to pay for the education 
of other people’s children. Where is 
the choice in that? Why don’t the 
people paying the bill get a choice? 
Giving one group of Americans the 
choice of where to spend other 
Americans’ money to educate their 
children is immoral and unjust.

Vouchers are not what enables 
parents to have “school choice.” 
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Parents throughout the United 
States have many choices right now 
when it comes to the education of 
their children: public schools, paro-
chial schools, Montessori schools, 
Jewish schools, Christian schools, 
Muslim schools, independent pri-
vate schools, private tutors, home-
schooling, online schooling. 

Parents can choose their chil-
dren’s education right now just like 
they can choose their children’s 
food, drink, clothing, entertain-
ment, recreation, and toys. There is 
right now no government entity at 
any level that is preventing or seek-
ing to prevent any American par-
ents from exercising choice in the 
matter of their children’s education. 
And certainly no educational insti-
tution is doing so on the private 
level. They all welcome the tuition 
payments. 

Once vouchers for education 
are deemed to be acceptable, no 
reasonable or logical argument can 
be made against the government’s 
providing vouchers for other ser-
vices. If education vouchers are le-
gitimate, then how can vacation 
vouchers, entertainment vouchers, 
and recreation vouchers be labeled 
illegitimate? But those are not ne-
cessities like education, it is argued. 
Okay, then what about vouchers for 
food, housing, clothing, and medi-

cine? Certainly, these things are 
more necessary than education.

There is nothing libertarian  
about government educational 

vouchers.

It doesn’t matter if “school 
choice” produces good results. It 
doesn’t matter if “school choice” 
works. It doesn’t matter if “school 
choice is a way of giving families 
with modest incomes the same op-
portunities that have always existed 
for rich families,” as one libertarian 
commentator wrote earlier this year. 
There is nothing libertarian about 
government educational vouchers.

Not the answer

There are many reasons why 
vouchers are not the answer to the 
shortcomings, failings, and evils of 
public education. 

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they will lead to increased 
government regulation of private 
schools.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause there is no such thing as a 
“right” to an education.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they don’t separate education 
from the state.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause it is an illegitimate purpose of 
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government to fund anyone’s edu-
cation.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they will lead to increased de-
pendency on the government.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause no American should be 
forced to pay for the education of 
any other American or their chil-
dren.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause it is the responsibility of par-
ents to educate their children. 

Vouchers are not the  
answer because they are a form 

of welfare.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they are not an intermediate 
step toward a free market in educa-
tion.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause all educational services 
should be privately provided and 
funded.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause the free market can provide a 
wide range of educational services 
just like it can provide a wide range 
of other services.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause government spending on 
vouchers doesn’t necessarily mean 
that less is spent on public schools.

Vouchers are not the answer be-

cause the government shouldn’t 
subsidize private entities.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause the provision of education 
should not be any different from 
the provision of any other service 
on the free market.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they are inferior to tuition tax 
credits.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they come with government 
strings attached.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause there is nothing inherently 
special about the business of educa-
tion that necessitates the govern-
ment be involved in it.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause no one should have the 
“choice” of where to spend other 
people’s money.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause parents already have an abun-
dance of choices as to how to edu-
cate their children.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they will put many private 
schools out of business that refuse 
to accept them.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they make private schools ac-
countable to government instead of 
parents.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they are a form of welfare.



Laurence M. Vance

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause no one has the right to an 
education at the expense of some-
one else.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they are only valid at state-
approved private schools.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause the consumers of educational 
services should be the ones bearing 
the costs.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they are not educational free-
dom.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause the answer to a flawed and il-
legitimate government program is 
never another government program.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause the government’s transferring 
taxpayer money to private schools 
is no different from the govern-
ment’s transferring taxpayer money 
to any other business.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause the fact that some people 
don’t have the money to pay for 
their preferred education choice 
doesn’t justify the government’s 
forcing someone else to pay for it.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause they distort the marketplace 
by establishing a floor under which 
tuition will not go below.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause if it is not the business of gov-

ernment to fund public schools, 
then it is certainly not the business 
of government to fund private 
schools.

Vouchers are not the answer be-
cause when they are used for any-
thing besides education, they are 
rightly denounced as an income-
transfer program.

Ludwig von Mises had the an-
swer many years ago in his book 
Liberalism: “There is, in fact, only 
one solution: the state, the govern-
ment, the laws must not in any way 
concern themselves with schooling 
or education. Public funds must not 
be used for such purposes. The 
rearing and instruction of youth 
must be left entirely to parents and 
to private associations and institu-
tions.”

Laurence M. Vance is a columnist 
and policy advisor for The Future of 
Freedom Foundation, an associated 
scholar of the Ludwig von Mises  
Institute, and a columnist, blogger, 
and book reviewer at LewRockwell 
.com. Send him email at: lmvance 
@laurencemvance.com. Visit his 
website at: www.vancepublications.
com. NEXT MONTH: 
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We can all no doubt remember having found 
ourselves suddenly under the influence of an idea, 
the source of which we cannot possibly identify. “It 
came to us afterward,” as we say; that is, we are 
aware of it only after it has shot up full-grown in 
our minds, leaving us quite ignorant of how and 
when and by what agency it was planted there and 
left to germinate.... For some time it is inert; then it 
begins to fret and fester until presently it invades 
the man’s conscious mind and, as one might say, 
corrupts it. Meanwhile, he has quite forgotten how 
he came by the idea in the first instance, and even 
perhaps thinks he has invented it; and in those cir-
cumstances, the most interesting thing of all is that 
you never know what the pressure of that idea will 
make him do.

— Albert Jay Nock
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If America Were  
Totalitarian, Where 
Would You Want to 
Live?
by Richard M. Ebeling

Suppose that one evening as 
the sun was setting and dusk 
was settling in, a strange mist 

fell over the United States that re-
sulted in the entire population of 
the country, from the Atlantic to 
the Pacific, falling into a deep and 
restful sleep. Similarly, as evening 
settled in across the Russian Feder-
ation, the same type of mist envel-
oped the entire country from the 
Pacific to the Baltic Sea, with the 
Russian people falling into an 
equivalent restful and deep sleep. 

When the people of the two 
countries awoke from their night’s 
slumber, they found themselves, re-
spectively, living under two radi-
cally different political regimes 

from the ones that they had been 
under the day before. In Russia, the 
country was still physically the 
same. There still were the deep for-
ests, the rich soil of the steppes, the 
mountains of the Urals, and the 
stark, frigid terrain of the Siberian 
north.

But the Russian political system 
had been transformed into a consti-
tutional, strictly limited govern-
ment, with every citizen secure in 
his personal and civil liberties under 
an impartially enforced rule of law. 
In their economic affairs, the Rus-
sians found themselves living under 
a laissez-faire, free-market order in 
which every individual was free to 
peacefully live his life as he person-
ally chose, with all interpersonal re-
lationships based on honest and vol-
untary associations inside and 
outside of the marketplace. 

In the United States, the Rocky 
Mountains still stretched south-
ward from the Canadian border, 
the central plains still had miles 
upon miles of corn and wheat fields, 
the wide Mississippi River contin-
ued to flow from Minnesota south 
into the Gulf of Mexico, and New 
York and Chicago still had their 
majestic skylines. On the other 
hand, however, the country had 
been transformed into a fully totali-
tarian political regime.  
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The American people possessed 
no individual rights, no constitu-
tional guarantees of their civil liber-
ties, and no legal recourse if abused 
or imprisoned by those in dictato-
rial control through a one-party po-
litical system. In economic affairs, 
everything was now owned and 
controlled by the government, with 
a central planning agency deter-
mining and dictating what, how, 
and where all production would oc-
cur, with that government the sin-
gle employer of all in the society. 
Standards and qualities of life for 
each and every citizen were decided 
by those in political power. There 
existed no corners in the society, no 
interstices in which to hide and live 
outside of the controlling and com-
manding power of the state. 

Young Americans know little about 
the past 

Over the years, I have some-
times posited this “dream” in some 
of my classes in which I have taught 
the principles of economics and the 
political institutions underlying a 
free society. I have asked the stu-
dents, if this were the world into 
which they woke up one morn- 
ing in America, in which of these 
two countries would they prefer to 
live and to give their support and 
loyalty?

Most of the students found the 
question very disconcerting. But, of 
course, many of them said Ameri-
ca. I then followed up with the sim-
ple question, why? What makes 
America the place you would want 
to live? Is it merely the physical 
landscape that you are used to? Is it 
the flag to which you gave a pledge 
of allegiance at the start of every 
day in grammar school? Is it your 
family or friends whom you have 
known all your life, or the conve-
nience of speaking the language 
you learned as a child?

Many of these students know 
little about why an earlier 

generation of their families made 
the journey to America.

I’ve looked around the class-
room and usually found that a large 
majority of those in the class were 
the children, or grandchildren, or 
great-grandchildren of earlier gen-
erations who chose to leave the “old 
country,” the native lands in which 
they had been born. They had left 
places in many other parts of the 
world to travel to America and 
make it their new home and start a 
new life. 

I’ve asked them why they would 
have done that. It is amazing how 
many of these students know little 
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or nothing about how, why, when, 
or even from where an earlier gen-
eration of their families had made 
the journey to America. Some 
know some things about their fam-
ily’s histories, but many do not, and 
equally amazing, some of them 
don’t care. 

Many chose America to escape from 
tyranny

I explain that, historically 
speaking, many in those earlier 
generations of immigrants were es-
caping from political oppression, or 
religious persecution, or the de-
struction and agonies of war and 
civil wars, or the lack of economic 
opportunities due to the controls 
and corruptions of the political sys-
tems under which they had been 
living in their countries of origin. 
And that the current waves of im-
migrants coming to America today, 
legally or illegally, are usually moti-
vated by the same factors that influ-
enced their own ancestors. 

What these waves and genera-
tions of immigrants arriving in 
America wanted and were search-
ing for was freedom in some or all 
of its facets that they were denied in 
the places from which they had 
come. Making a choice to emigrate, 
to leave the country of one’s birth, is 
never an easy matter for most of 

those who do so. You leave behind 
your family and friends, the cus-
toms and traditions under which 
you have grown up, the familiar 
surroundings that psychologically 
feel like “home.” You lose, usually, 
the comfortableness of speaking the 
language you learned from child-
hood and, instead, have to master a 
new language with which you may 
have no starting knowledge. The 
migrant often finds himself or her-
self in a social environment in 
which he or she knows no one or 
only a small number compared to 
“back home.” At first, it can be lone-
ly and scary. 

And, yet, tens of millions have 
made that choice and undertaken 
that journey from the “old country” 
to America. Since many of my stu-
dents, as I said, seem to know little 
or nothing about the reasons and 
circumstances behind their own 
earlier family members coming to 
the United States, I remind them of 
what often guided their decision.

An imperfect America offered free-
dom and opportunity

At the end of the nineteenth 
century, the Italian classical-liberal 
historian Guglielmo Ferrero (1871–
1942) visited America. In several of 
his writings over the years before 
the First World War, he wrote about 
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the social and economic unique-
ness of the United States and its ap-
peal for so many who made the 
journey to make America their new 
home. For instance, in his work on 
Militarism (1899), he contrasted 
European life and circumstance 
with that in the United States. Fer-
rero did not presume that America 
was some perfect and pure utopia 
of liberty and opportunity. For ex-
ample, he said:

How can one give an unre-
served opinion on a nation 
that possesses the most per-
fect penitentiary institutions 
in the world for the shelter 
and education of criminals, 
and which at the same time 
tolerates the arbitrary punish-
ment of crime by infuriated 
mobs? A nation which pro-
tects the rights of inventive 
genius so rigorously and wise-
ly by the law of patents, a soci-
ety which has thus reached a 
most perfect comprehension 
of this last and subtlest ideal of 
property, but which counte-
nances also the public organi-
zation of those associations of 
malefactors which are allowed 
to impose the most monstrous 
levies on the populations of 
entire cities by means of in-

trigue and fraud [government-
bestowed municipal monopo-
lies]…. A nation whose 
Government retains so much 
of the wolf nature inherent in 
the worst European Govern-
ments, which allows the most 
colossal squandering of public 
moneys ... such as that most 
ingenious of all, protection-
ism?” (p. 15)

In spite of all this, in America, 
the immigrant, the new arrival in 
this new land, usually had chances 
for work and wealth-making not 
open to him or her wherever they 
may have come from. Though Fer-
rero noted that “brutal and degrad-
ing works devolve upon negros, 
Chinese, and Italian immigrants” 
(p. 18), nonetheless, when looking 
over American society as a whole, 
Ferrero continued:

In the United States ... the ex-
treme freedom and ease of the 
individual, not handicapped 
as we are [in Europe] in 
changing occupations, habits, 
social caste, received ideals, 
and social axioms by a social 
tradition, become almost sa-
cred; the innumerable oppor-
tunities in the midst of such 
constant material and intellec-
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tual change for the association 
of individual talents and ener-
gies; the prodigious rapidity 
with which these combina-
tions can be formed and dis-
solved; the frequent return of 
opportunities brought about 
by the rapidity of revolving 
wheel of fortune; the instabili-
ty of all things — of good but 
no less bad; the purely tempo-
rary nature of all conditions; 
the almost complete want of 
any definite solutions; — of 
necessity imply that there is 
no defeat without reconquest, 
nor decay without rebirth. 

These conditions prevail-
ing in America, render it easy 
for any ordinary intelligent 
and energetic man to obtain 
for his work remuneration 
which errs rather on the side 
of being beyond than beneath 
his deserts ... Thanks to the al-
most complete lack of Intellec-
tual protectionism — thanks, 
in consequence, to the lack of 
government curriculum of un-
profitable and obligatory stud-
ies, America is exempt from 
an intellectual proletariat and 
the declasses, the chronic dis-
ease of the middle classes in 
Europe. Let him who can do a 
thing well step forward and do 

it, no one will question where 
he learnt it; such is the degree 
required of an American engi-
neer, barrister, clerk or em-
ployee. And as the opportuni-
ties to do well are innumerable, 
everyone can develop the tal-
ents with which Nature has 
endowed him, changing his 
occupation according to cir-
cumstances and opportunity.... 
An American is always ready 
to see the particular stream at 
which he has been drinking 
dried up, and be prepared to 
pack up his belongings and set 
off in search of another.” (pp. 
17, 19)

Liberty and dignity in a freer America

Finally, in Ferrero’s view, the ba-
sis for these never-ending opportu-
nities and chances for prosperity for 
most in the late-nineteenth-century 
United States arose from the moral 
foundations that guided the think-
ing and acting of the vast majority 
of Americans, including a belief in 
individual rights and responsibili-
ties and the accompanying princi-
ple of respect for the equal rights of 
others and yourself. Once more, as 
Guglielmo Ferrero expressed it: 

The greatness of a nation de-
pends on a high standard of 
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moral solidarity, and this is 
high only where each respects 
in others the rights he himself 
claims, and admits for himself 
the same duties which he 
would impose upon others 
under similar circumstances; 
it arises from the recognition 
of the fact that if men differ 
from one another in talent, 
culture, and wealth, they are 
nevertheless morally equal, 
and that no one of them is 
morally bound to serve his fel-
low without receiving just  
and equivalent remuneration. 
Where this sentiment of the 
moral equality of men is most 
deeply felt, everyone resents 
the injustice done to others, 
and in thought and action 
aims at social justice. 

But the conditions most fa-
vorable to the development of 
this sentiment are those under 
which no one depends for his 
livelihood on the capricious 
benevolence of others, but like 
the Americans and the Eng-
lishmen, only on his own ca-
pacities to serve in some way 
his fellows, receiving their ser-
vices in exchange, and these 
not measured arbitrarily by 
some power outside himself, 
but governed by his own 

judgement. This liberty devel-
ops in him the sense of moral 
dignity, which is the backbone 
of the human character and of 
the sentiment of moral equali-
ty.... In short, what has made 
American society appear to 
Europeans in the light of an 
enchanted world, is ... the 
freedom of the individual 
from those oppressive histori-
cal, political, moral, and intel-
lectual tyrannies which the 
State accumulates and impos-
es on all our anciently civilized 
countries.” (pp. 24–25)

Space does not permit Ferrero 
to continue to directly speak for 
himself, but in summary, and in the 
context of the then-recent Spanish-
American War of 1898, he juxta-
poses this description of America 
with the domestic policies of the 
Spain of that time: a society of hier-
archical power and privilege in 
which civil liberties were not recog-
nized and honest labor of free men 
was neither fully permitted nor so-
cially respected, since status and 
social positions were based on the 
plunders and corruptions of the 
past kept in their static place by a 
government dedicated to limiting 
or even preventing any liberal mar-
ket freedoms as were widely present 
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in America. Innovation and change, 
whether societal or economic, were 
frowned upon and resisted as 
threats to the government-secured 
monopolies, subsidies, privileges, 
and protections assured for a few at 
the expense of the rest. 

Wanting freedom and risking your life 
to have it

This now gets us back to the stu-
dents in my classes, to whom I have 
asked those questions. Clearly, I ex-
plain to them, many of their ances-
tors were looking for a land of free-
dom and opportunity to which to 
come and give their energies and 
loyalties. The country in which ac-
cident of birth had first placed them 
did not permanently dictate where 
they had to make their home The 
Italian, or Irishman, or German, or 
Swede, or Pole may still have had 
personal roots and memories and 
cultural nostalgias that gave psy-
chological connectedness to the 
places from which they had come. 
But for most of them, they chose to 
become “Americans” because what 
America stood for and offered was 
a better place to call their home 
than the homes from which they 
had departed.

So, again, if you were to wake up 
one morning, I say to them, and 
America was now a totalitarian 

state and Russia was a completely 
free country of personal liberty and 
economic freedom, where would 
you want to live? What makes a 
place worth living in, defending, 
and fighting for? Is it an accident of 
birth and the familiar things around 
you as you grow up, or is it the ideas 
and ideals that a country stands for 
and at least seriously attempts to 
practice?

Their ancestors became 
“Americans” because of what 

America stood for and offered. 

A few of the students sometimes 
respond that they would want to 
stay to fight and try to make Ameri-
ca a free country once again. I often 
have responded that that is, of 
course, a meritorious position, to 
want to restore freedom to your 
homeland if it has been lost or, per-
haps, never experienced. But sup-
pose some of your fellow Americans 
decided that for their own wellbeing 
and that of their families it was de-
sirable, even necessary, to make a 
new life in a now-free Russia com-
pared to a totalitarian America. 

I have asked, would you view 
them as traitors to their homeland, 
or as individuals deciding their own 
futures and that of their loved ones 
rather than be prisoners with no 
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liberty in a totalitarian state? I have 
reminded them that in the actual 
totalitarian states of the twentieth 
century, their governments did all 
in their power to prevent their citi-
zens from leaving their respective 
countries. Since it all happened be-
fore they were born, I tell them 
about how the Soviet government 
constructed the Berlin Wall to deter 
attempts to escape from the com-
munist regime in East Germany. In 
spite of this, many hundreds of peo-
ple between 1961 and 1989 devised 
ways to make their way out of that 
socialist paradise, and many of 
them not merely risked but lost 
their lives in the attempt to make it 
to a freer West Berlin.

But isn’t America still free today?

Other students have sometimes 
replied that they understand the 
point I’m trying to make, but that, 
luckily, it is a moot point since 
America still remains a free coun-
try, far better than many, many oth-
er places around the world. If 
America is so bad, how come so 
many people still want to come to 
the United States by legal and illegal 
means? I usually have responded 
that, yes, in comparison to many 
other places around the globe, 
America still offers greater freedom 
and opportunity. 

But I suggest that that is not the 
only basis of comparison: for ex-
ample, America versus places like 
North Korea or Afghanistan today. 
An equally relevant benchmark of 
comparison is America today ver-
sus the America of the late nine-
teenth century, the period that Ital-
ian Guglielmo Ferrero described 
earlier in this article. I emphasize 
that Ferrero did not claim that the 
United States was some kind of 
heaven on earth. I highlight the 
fairly large number of instances of 
hypocrisy and inconsistency in the 
practice of liberty and lack of pro-
tected equal rights before the law 
that Ferrero enumerated for his Eu-
ropean readers, as well as how gov-
ernmental corruption and interest 
group politics were scars on the 
American landscape.

In comparison to many other 
places around the globe, America 
still offers greater freedom and 

opportunity.

But what he saw in the United 
States of that time was a country in 
which the individual, either born in 
America or newly arrived, was al-
most unrestricted in peacefully and 
honestly pursuing virtually any 
profession or occupation without 
government approval or license. He 
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was able to freely and voluntarily 
associate and negotiate the terms of 
trade on the basis of which he might 
be hired or at which he might sell 
the product or service he had 
brought to market. Regulations 
over the methods of production 
and trade were scarcely known in 
the America of that time.

The American government  
spent what Ferrero considered 
too much of the citizen’s money.

The American government 
spent and squandered what Ferrero 
considered too much of the citizen’s 
money, with politicians buying 
votes and interest groups acquiring 
favors and privileges, including a 
variety of trade protections against 
foreign competitors and domestic 
subsidies and contracts from the 
political authorities. But when Fer-
rero visited the United States, all lev-
els of government siphoned off  
barely 7 percent of all the wealth 
produced by those earning a living 
in the private sector. There was no 
federal income tax and no presump-
tion that government had a lien on 
all that was earned by the citizens, 
with those income earners being 
permitted to keep the residual not 
claimed by those in political power.

It was not considered the gov-

ernment’s business where you lived, 
how you earned a living, when and 
for what purpose you traveled, ei-
ther inside the United States, or be-
tween America and the rest of the 
world. The students are astonished 
when I tell them that for most of the 
years before the First World War, 
almost anyone could travel to the 
United States without a passport or 
a visa. Freedom of movement was 
considered a natural accompani-
ment to freedom of association and 
freedom of trade. (The embarrass-
ing and immoral blemish on the 
American principle of free entry 
and residence were the anti-immi-
gration laws passed in the last de-
cades of the nineteenth century 
against Chinese and Japanese due 
to racial prejudice.)

The narrower range of liberty in mod-
ern America

I compare that earlier America 
with the United States of today. Yes, 
there are many things better in the 
United States now than back then. 
Racial and religious prejudices are 
far less than in the 1890s. The 
Southern segregation laws are a 
thing of the past, and social accep-
tance of interracial relationships is 
practically universal in modern 
America. Women have the vote and 
greater marketplace opportunities 
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and freedoms of choice. And due to 
the extent that market openness 
and competition have persisted, all 
Americans of today have standards 
and qualities of life that were almost 
unimaginable in the last decade of 
the nineteenth century. 

The Americans of the 1890s would 
have never imagined the United 

States in a 20-year war in 
Afghanistan or Iraq.

Yet, in spite of all this, govern-
ment interferes, regulates, controls, 
prohibits, and compels far more 
corners of our everyday lives than 
anyone could have imagined dur-
ing the time of Guglielmo Ferrero’s 
visit to the United States. Govern-
ment siphons off a percentage of 
people’s earned income and wealth 
that would have been considered 
confiscatory and oppressive by the 
ordinary and average American of 
the 1890s. The government operat-
ed back then with a modest and 
limited budget, with an almost 
nonexistent national debt. Today, 
government gorges on trillions of 
dollars of tax money every year, and 
still has to borrow a trillion dollars 
a year on top of all that, which has 
created a huge national debt.

Back when Ferrero wrote about 
his impressions of America, the 

Spanish-American War was a re-
cent event, with the United States 
having acquired its first war-based 
overseas imperial territories in the 
form of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-
lands, a protectorate over Cuba, 
and the annexation of the Philip-
pine Islands in East Asia. But this 
fledgling American empire seemed 
almost trivial compared to, say, the 
global-encompassing British and 
French empires of that time. 

Today, the America taxpayer 
covers the cost of a worldwide net-
work of foreign bases and alliances 
that at any time can drag the United 
States into overseas wars. The 
Americans of the 1890s would have 
never imagined the United States in 
a 20-year war in Afghanistan or 
Iraq, with the accompanying 
abridgments of freedom and loss of 
wealth and lives that such foreign 
adventures have entailed. 

I ask my students, at the end of 
such discussions, how free is Amer-
ica, really, today? What is the direc-
tion toward which we seem to be 
continuing to head? And if this 
road were at some time to lead to a 
far more comprehensive govern-
ment control-and-command soci-
ety in the United States, and if there 
was some place at that time that was 
closer to the freer society that 
America was in the late nineteenth 
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century, where would you want to 
live, and to which society would 
you want to give your loyalty and 
support?

Richard M. Ebeling is the BB&T Dis-
tinguished Professor of Ethics and 
Free Enterprise Leadership at The 
Citadel. He was professor of Econom-
ics at Northwood University and at 
Hillsdale College and president of 

The Foundation for Economic Edu-
cation, and served as vice president of 
academic affairs for FFF.
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What a cruel thing is war: to separate and de-
stroy families and friends, and mar the purest joys 
and happiness God has granted us in this world; to 
fill our hearts with hatred instead of love for our 
neighbors, and to devastate the fair face of this 
beautiful world.

— Robert E. Lee
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No major culture has ever emerged that was built 
upon possession and force exclusively. For produc-
tion to occur there must be long periods of time in 
which peaceful non-molestation is the order of the 
day. Force is a poor tool with which to obtain last-
ing calm and serenity. Production and trade, the 
devices which build what we call civilizations, are 
erected on ideas of ownership rather than ideas of 
possession. It is in this sense that human society is 
constructed upon a moral base: a recognition of the 
difference between right and wrong. There must be 
an understanding of the sanctity of boundary, and 
a broad adherence to support of such sanctity, for a 
culture to endure or advance.

— Robert LeFevre
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