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A Global War – Against Freedom

In the United States and around the world, would-be authoritarians continue their assaults on individual freedom.  In the US, Canada, Great Britain, the European Union, the former Soviet Bloc, China, the Islamic nations, and the rest of the Third World, the trend is the same.  At the same time, Western religious and secular pundits – mainstream “liberals” and  “conservatives” alike – denounce what they call “radical individualism” and call for a reassertion of the “common good” rather than a defense of human rights.  As in the 1930s, virtually everywhere the trend of the times is strongly against liberty.  

As the powers-that-be reassert their will to dominate their own people, they are also – worldwide – mobilizing for new wars.  On the left and the right, and in secular and religious states, calls for peace are being drowned out by those who propose to violently remake the world according to their own will.  On all sides, those who plan the wars expect to usher in a utopia once the enemy is crushed. Fear and hate, fanaticism and utopianism ride forward together.  Mankind rushes toward a self-inflicted Armageddon, followed by a self-willed anthill State.  No unified human conspiracy is responsible; what we are seeing is how humanity acts when it makes itself – and its tribes, its rulers, its beliefs, its wealth, and its security – into idols.  As a race, humanity has cavorted with Astarte, sought gold from Mammon, and given honor to Baal; now the time comes for Moloch to exact his sacrifice of blood.

These trends, which blighted much of the 20th Century, seemed to have abated or reversed with the fall of the Soviet empire in 1989-1991.  However, after the September 11, 2001 attacks on the US, the world resumed its swift travel down the road to serfdom. [1]  Previous articles in this Journal – “When the State Becomes God” [2] and parts I and II of “Soul Under Siege” [3] – covered the erosion of liberty from the 1990s through mid-2004.  This article takes up where the earlier stories left off.  

It might be asked: if the current regime in the US – and the current world order – are as illiberal as you claim, how is it that you are able to write as you do now, and to publish openly?  Indeed, for now, I can prepare this article without fear.  However, the time to denounce and resist dictatorship is before it is fully established, before the mechanisms of repression and deceit are fully in place, and before the people have been fully anesthetized by fear and greed so as to accept their new masters.  When the Russian Bolsheviks consolidated power in 1918, and when the Nazis imposed their dictatorship in 1933, the opportunity for legal, peaceful dissent and resistance had ended.  As Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day O’Connor said in March 2006, “It takes a lot of degeneration before a country falls into dictatorship, but we should avoid these ends by avoiding these beginnings.” [4]

Open dissent is possible for now – but unless present trends reverse, it will not be for long.  After the next 9/11, or after a traumatic military defeat, or after the first use of an atomic weapon, or – perhaps – even after a plague or a massive natural disaster, silence will be imposed in the name of “security.”  Then, it will be too late to issue such public warnings as this.  As Christ said, we must work “while it is day; night comes, when no one can work” (John 9:4).

This account, of the efforts afoot worldwide for the suppression of freedom and human dignity in the name of “peace and security” (1 Thess. 5:3), begins where most SCP readers live: in the United States.  This story shows – as did the earlier SCP articles – that both major political parties, and all levels of government, are at fault for undermining freedom.  As James Bovard, a libertarian writer who has been covering abusive government power since the late 1980s, said: “It would be a mistake to view Bush as an aberration in modern political history.  There are far more parallels between Bush and Clinton than either Democrats or Republicans would like to admit.  And most of Clinton’s abuses followed precedents set by Bush, Sr., Nixon, Johnson, and earlier presidents.” [5]

The Bush Administration: Leviathan Unleashed

Bush and his followers have said that since the US is at war, the President has the “inherent constitutional power” [6] to wage this war as he sees fit, by any means necessary.  Those means have included the following – a collection of power tools that any aspiring tyrant would love to have.  Some of these practices have been challenged in Congress and the courts – but in all cases, the Administration is resisting any limitations to its authority.

        Wiretapping without a court warrant: By Presidential order, the National Security Agency (NSA) has spied on Americans as well as on suspected overseas terrorists – without going to the secret tribunal established in 1978 by the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) to get a warrant for such surveillance.  The New York Times reporters who broke this story in December 2005 are under Justice Department investigation for possible unlawful release of classified information.  When the ACLU went to court to stop the program, the Justice Department demanded that the Federal judge dismiss the case, since “state secrets are involved.” [7]  (The Federal government made a similar claim in September 2006, in an Oregon warrantless wiretapping case, saying that the plaintiffs must not be allowed to sue “because classified facts needed to evaluate the case are protected under the so-called ‘state secrets’ privilege.” [8])  

AT&T gave the NSA “secret direct access to phone calls and e-mail detailing the activities of millions of ordinary Americans.” [9]  When the privacy watchdog Electronic Frontier Foundation (EFF) sued AT&T for this, the Justice Department warned the Federal judge hearing the case to dismiss it to protect “state secrets.” [10]  Judge Vaughn Walker, who was appointed by George W. Bush’s father, has allowed the case to move toward trial, nevertheless.

In August 2006, a Federal district court judge (Anna Taylor, a black liberal appointed by President Carter) ruled the espionage program illegal, saying: “It was never the intent of the framers [of the Constitution] to give the president such unfettered control.  …  There are no hereditary Kings in America and no powers not created by the Constitution.  So all ‘inherent’ powers must derive from that Constitution.” [11]  This ruling is, of course, being appealed by the Justice Department.  

        Indefinite detention without charge or trial:  In November 2001, Bush stated that he had the right to hold as an “enemy combatant” anyone whom he suspected of involvement with terrorism – and these detainees could be held indefinitely, without access to courts. [12]  These “combatants” need not be armed; donors to foreign charities whose money ended up in the wrong hands could also be imprisoned. [13]  At a December 2004 Federal court hearing, Deputy Associate Attorney General Brian Boyle claimed, “Someone’s intention is clearly not a factor that would disable detention” as an enemy combatant; this category is “not limited to individuals who carried a weapon and shot at American troops.” [14]   In June 2005, during an appearance before the 4th Circuit Court of Appeals, the US Solicitor General told the court that the US is a “battlefield in the war on terror,” allowing the President to imprison “enemy combatants” – including US citizens – on American soil. [15]  

The issue in this 2005 case was whether Jose Padilla, an American citizen and a convert to radical Islam jailed since 2002, would ever have a day in court to face charges against him.  As of September 2006, Padilla has finally been charged, but the indictment has nothing to do with the publicly stated reason for his arrest four years ago: the allegation that Padilla was part of a plot to explode a dirty (radioactive) bomb in the US. [16]  

According to Amnesty International, “More than two years after the US Supreme Court ruled in Rasul v. Bush that the US federal courts have jurisdiction to consider habeas corpus appeals from the persons held at Guantánamo, not a single detainee currently held at the base has had the lawfulness of his detention judicially reviewed on its merits because of intense Administration resistance to the Rasul ruling.  The Administration is now seeking to have all Guantánamo detainees permanently denied their right to full judicial review of their detentions, in contravention of international law.” [17]  

Congress has passed the law Bush wanted, allowing indefinite detention – without court review – of those designated by the President as “enemy combatants.” [18]  The Senate passed the bill by 65-34, with approval from all but one of the Republicans and twelve of the Democrats; the House passed the bill 253-168 on a “mainly party line vote.” [19]  Establishing a precedent – suspension of the right of habeas corpus for enemy aliens – clears the way for suspension of the same right for Americans, if the government deems a future “emergency” to require it.  

Vincent Warren, director of the Center for Constitutional Rights, said, “This unprecedented and expansive suspension of habeas corpus is utterly unconstitutional.  …  Since the nation’s founding the writ has been suspended only four times – each only briefly and in a territory that was an active combat zone.  …  This bill would suspend it for all non-citizens inside and outside of the US – even if they have not been charged with any crime.” [20]  Journalist Jim Lobe, of the Inter Press Service, reported that “the Republican chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee, Sen. Arlen Specter, predicted that the courts will rule the elimination of habeas corpus – which dates back to the English Magna Carta in 1215 – under the MCA  [Military Commissions Act of 2006 ] unconstitutional. ‘What this bill will do is take our civilisation back 900 years,’ he warned.  …  One particular item of concern was the bill’s expansion of the definition of ‘unlawful enemy combatants’ who could be subject to detention under the MCA to cover persons – including US citizens and legal permanent residents – who have ‘purposefully and materially supported hostilities against the United States or its cobelligerents,’ or anyone deemed as such by a ‘Combatant Status Review Tribunal’, which is overseen by the Pentagon.  ‘This provision expands the concept of combatant way beyond anything that is traditionally accepted, and it could come back to haunt Americans,’ said HRW [Human Rights Watch] director Kenneth Roth. ‘It would make every civilian cafeteria worker at a US military base, and every worker in an American uniform factory, someone whom enemy forces could shoot to kill.’” [21]
        Trial of prisoners by military tribunal:  Bush has set up military tribunals to give summary judgments upon US prisoners held at Camp Delta at Guantánamo Bay.  In June 2006, the Supreme Court ruled against these “courts” in the Hamdan v. Rumsfeld case, [22] finding that they are in violation of US and international law. [23] In response to this decision, the Administration sought Congressional legislation authorizing these drumhead courts for alien captives.  According to Amnesty International, “The commissions as proposed would allow for the admission of coerced and hearsay evidence and for the defendant to be excluded from any part of the proceedings in which classified information is admitted.” [24]  On September 29, 2006, Congress approved these tribunals, which will operate as Amnesty International described them. [25] 

        Torture and abuse of prisoners: After the invasion of Afghanistan, the President decreed that Al Qaeda and Taliban captives would not be entitled to the protections of Article 3 of the 1949 Geneva Conventions, which set standards for humane treatment of enemy captives. [26]   The Supreme Court’s June 2006 Hamdan ruling said otherwise – a ruling that is consistent with the War Crimes Act of 1996, which requires US personnel to comply with the Geneva Convention.

The CIA sought legal authority to continue the “special interrogation techniques” that it began using on terror suspects in 2002 in its secret prisons.  These include “induced hypothermia; forcing suspects to stand for prolonged periods; sleep deprivation; a technique called ‘the attention grab’ where a suspect’s shirt is forcefully seized; the ‘attention slap’ or open hand slapping that hurts but does not lead to physical damage; the ‘belly slap’; and sound and light manipulation.” [27]  Another technique, the simulated drowning of prisoners (“waterboarding”) has been hailed by John Gibson, a FOX News commentator.  He said it is “not torture” and “it worked.” [28]  The hawkish, neoconservative FrontPageMag.com site defends the practice as one with “immense value in our fight against terror.” [29]

Those who are familiar with the techniques used by the KGB to obtain confessions during the Soviet show trials of the 1930s will recognize these CIA techniques; Solzhenitsyn listed them in Gulag Archipelago as “some of the simplest methods which break the will and the character of the prisoner without leaving marks on his body.” [30]  

As in Soviet times, these methods get prisoners to confess to anything – true or false – so as to end the abuse.  In at least one case, the “intelligence” gained from these tortures was used by the Administration to justify the invasion of Iraq.  As ABC News reported in 2005, “According to CIA sources, Ibn al Shaykh al Libbi, after two weeks of enhanced interrogation, made statements that were designed to tell the interrogators what they wanted to hear. Sources say Al Libbi had been subjected to each of the progressively harsher techniques in turn and finally broke after being water boarded and then left to stand naked in his cold cell overnight where he was doused with cold water at regular intervals.  His statements became part of the basis for the Bush Administration claims that Iraq trained al Qaeda members to use biochemical weapons. Sources tell ABC that it was later established that al Libbi had no knowledge of such training or weapons and fabricated the statements because he was terrified of further harsh treatment.” [31]  

Abuse of prisoners by the military and the CIA has gone well beyond “harsh treatment.”  Captain Ian Fishback of the 82nd Airborne Division reported “death threats, beatings, broken bones, murder, exposure to elements, extreme forced physical exertion, hostage-taking, stripping, sleep deprivation, and degrading treatment.” [32] 

The Military Commissions Act of 2006 bans some of the “enhanced interrogation techniques” that have been used by the US, but protects the torturers and those who gave the orders from prosecution under the War Crimes Act of 1996.  As reported by journalist Jim Lobe, the law “appeared to reaffirm Article 3 as the law governing the treatment of detainees and, on the other hand, also provided the executive branch considerable latitude in how it would be interpreted, particularly with respect to CIA interrogation tactics.” [33]  There are “changes to the War Crimes Act that could permit CIA interrogators to use ‘humiliating and degrading (interrogation) practices’ proscribed by Common Article 3 but that fall short of causing ‘serious’ physical or mental pain or suffering.  Other amendments to the 1996 act would provide retroactive immunity to US officials for serious violations of Common Article 3, including for using or authorising tactics, such as waterboarding, that most groups consider torture  …  Moreover, it bars the Geneva Conventions from being invoked in any lawsuit against the US government.” [34]  It’s virtually certain that the Administration will interpret this law so as to approve whatever “enhanced interrogation techniques” seem expedient.

        Arbitrary searches and seizures:  New Transportation Security Administration (TSA) rules banning most liquids, lotions, and gels from air passengers’ carry-on bags were issued after the August 2006 discovery of an alleged Islamic plot to blow up airliners in mid-flight.  These regulations change unpredictably, and uniform enforcement is virtually impossible.  This is the latest of the post-9/11 air security decrees, whose practical effect seems to be to (1) teach Americans to submit to intrusive, warrantless searches whenever the authorities demand them, and (2) to teach them not to complain or assert their rights, since creating a disturbance at a TSA checkpoint is a sure way to get a fast arrest.  By this means, among many others, the spirit of a once-proud American middle class is broken.  Meanwhile, TSA agents have been stealing and damaging passengers’ luggage; the agency settled a class-action suit with 15,000 victims in September 2004. [35]

        The PATRIOT Act: In October 2001, Congress rushed the PATRIOT Act into law.  Few read the bill, and it passed with overwhelming bipartisan support: 98-1 in the Senate, and 357-66 in the House. [36]  Congress renewed the bill in March 2006, with minor changes, and again both parties voted overwhelmingly in favor: 89-11 in the Senate, and 280-138 in the House.  James Bovard summarizes what the law does: “The Patriot Act authorized confiscation of travelers’ money (in violation of a Supreme Court ruling), the use of new surveillance software that could vacuum up millions of people’s e-mail without a search warrant, nationwide ‘roving wiretaps,’ and seizing library, bookstore, and other business and financial records based solely on subpoenas issued by FBI field offices on the flimsiest of pretexts.  The act also greatly increased the power of the so-called Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court – a kangaroo court that meets in secret, never permits any defense attorney to appear to challenge the government, and approves 99.9 percent of all the wiretaps the FBI requests.” [37]
        Secrecy without limit:  Even before 9/11, the Bush Administration had proven itself to be addicted to secrecy. [38]  In March 2001, Bush told the National Archives not to release 68,000 pages of documents from the Reagan Administration, despite the 1978 Presidential Records Act stating that Presidential papers were to be made public 12 years after the end of that Administration.  In November 2001, Bush issued an executive order stating that “even if an ex-president wants to release his papers to the public, the sitting president has the right to bar their release anyway.”  He has ordered the National Archives to seal tens of thousands of pages of documents that were previously available to the public – and directed Archive staff not to explain why the documents were re-classified.  Attorney General John Ashcroft told other federal officials that the Justice Department would help them resist requests for release of information under the Freedom of Information Act.  The Administration has successfully defended the Vice President from revealing who attended the early 2001 meetings of the National Energy Policy Development Group, and what was discussed there.  (The General Accounting Office, the investigative arm of Congress, had sought the information to determine the extent to which Enron, a major contributor to Bush’s campaign in 2000, had influenced national energy policy.)

        A free pass for lies: High-stakes deception has abounded on the part of the Bush Administration and its allies.  President Bush has lived by the principle that he set forth in his May 2005 speech about Social Security privatization: “See, in my line of work you got to keep repeating things over and over and over again for the truth to sink in, to kind of catapult the propaganda.” [39]  Before the US invasion of Iraq, the Administration said that Saddam Hussein was tied to Al Qaeda, the terrorists who attacked on 9/11, and that Hussein had weapons of mass destruction that could threaten the US and its allies.  Both charges, which were the basis for Congressional approval for Bush to use force against Iraq, were false.  In mid-2003, a senior Bush Administration source dismissed a journalist’s complaints about these errors, saying; “The President of the United States is not a fact checker.” [40]  

The President’s senior staff mirrored Bush’s contempt for truth.  In early 2002, there was a storm of media criticism over the revelation that the Pentagon had established an “Office of Strategic Influence” (OSI) to develop “plans to provide news items, possibly even false ones, to foreign media organizations.”  In November 2002, defense commentator William Arkin told the Los Angeles Times why this was a serious problem for Americans; an OSI-style office “blurs or even erases the boundaries between factual information and news, on the one hand, and public relations, propaganda and psychological warfare, on the other.  …  While the policy ostensibly targets foreign enemies, its most likely victim will be the American electorate.”  Facing such attacks, the Pentagon officially abandoned plans to establish the OSI.  However, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld told journalists that same month, “fine, if you want to savage this thing fine I’ll give you the corpse. There’s the name. You can have the name, but I’m gonna keep doing every single thing that needs to be done and I have.” [41]  

Rumsfeld and the Justice Department were using the same operations manual, it seems.  Theodore Olsen, Bush’s solicitor general, told the Supreme Court in 2002 that the government has the right to “give out false information … incomplete information and even misinformation” when necessary. [42]  Heaven help any citizen who asserts a similar right to lie to, or withhold information from, a Federal agent.  As Martha Stewart and others have learned, that’s worth a trip to the penitentiary for perjury or obstruction of justice.

In the summer of 2002, a senior adviser to Bush rebuked Ron Suskind, a skeptical journalist, thus: “The aide said that guys like me were ‘in what we call the reality-based community,’ which he defined as people who ‘believe that solutions emerge from your judicious study of discernible reality.’ I nodded and murmured something about enlightenment principles and empiricism. He cut me off. ‘That’s not the way the world really works anymore,’ he continued. ‘We’re an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality. And while you’re studying that reality – judiciously, as you will – we’ll act again, creating other new realities, which you can study too, and that’s how things will sort out. We’re history’s actors . . . and you, all of you, will be left to just study what we do.” [43]  However, recent events in Iraq and the rest of the Middle East have shown that reality will, if denied, forcibly reassert itself.

        Claims to unlimited power:  An August 1, 2002 memo written by two high US Justice Department officials rebuffed attempts to use anti-torture laws to limit presidential powers to torture enemy combatants: “Even if an interrogation method arguably were to violate Section 2340A, the statute would be unconstitutional if it impermissibly encroached on the President’s constitutional power to conduct a military campaign.  …  The demands of the Commander-in-Chief power are especially pronounced in the middle of a war in which the nation has already suffered a direct attack.” [44]  Bush rewarded Jay Bybee, one of the authors of this memo, by nominating him – successfully – to be a Federal appellate judge. [45]  A March 2003 Pentagon memo, which was used to establish interrogation policy for the US military in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Cuba said, “In light of the President’s complete authority over the conduct of war, without a clear statement otherwise, criminal statutes are not read as infringing on the President’s ultimate authority in these areas.” [46]
Bush’s disdain for Constitutional checks and balances goes further yet.  Since taking office, he has attached more than 750 “signing statements” to laws that reach his desk.  Since the Reagan Administration, previous Presidents had used signing statements to clarify what they believed to be ambiguous areas of the law.  Bush is using these statements to override Congressional attempts to limit his power.  When Bush signed the Detainee Treatment Act of 2005, he said that he would apply it “in a manner consistent with the constitutional authority of the President to supervise the unitary executive branch and as Commander in Chief and consistent with the constitutional limitations on the judicial power.” [47]  

As James Bovard reports, when Congress renewed the Patriot Act, part of the deal with Bush was that the Administration would give Congress additional data on the use of these powers.  What Bush gave with one hand in negotiations, he took back with a signing statement – saying that he had the right to “deny Congress any information that would ‘impair foreign relations, national security, the deliberative process of the executive, or the performance of the executive’s constitutional duties.’ Bush announced that he would interpret the law ‘in a manner consistent with the president’s constitutional authority to supervise the unitary executive branch and to withhold information.’  In other words, any provision in the law that requires disclosure is presumptively null and void.  The crux of the ‘unitary executive’ is that all power rests in the president and that checks and balances are an archaic relic. This is the same ‘principle’ the Bush Administration invoked to deny Congress everything from Iraqi war plans to the records of the Cheney Energy Task Force. Bush has invoked the ‘unitary executive’ doctrine almost 100 times since taking office, according to Miami University professor Christopher Kelley.” [48]  

This assertion of presidential power goes well beyond anything that could be related to the War on Terror.  Congress has, on four occasions, banned the President from sending troops to combat in Colombia, where US advisers are opposing Marxist guerrillas.  When he signed each of the bills, Bush said that he did not have to obey these restrictions, because of his authority as Commander-in-Chief. [49]
Bush Jr.: “A dictatorship would be a heck of a lot easier”

Perhaps Bush’s real beliefs about executive power were expressed in the off-hand remarks that he repeated three times before 9/11.  In 1999, a computer programmer put up a satirical anti-Bush website, www.gwbush.com. [50]  In response, Bush said on May 21, 1999 that “there ought to be limits to freedom,” and he sought to enforce such limits by demanding that the site’s owner register as a political action committee with the Federal Election Commission (FEC) – a penalty that would have imposed massive costs on the site owner. [51]  In December 2000, Bush told Congressional leaders, “there were going to be some times where we don’t agree with each other. But that’s OK. If this were a dictatorship, it’d be a heck of a lot easier, just so long as I’m the dictator.” [52]  And in July 2001, Business Week reported that he said, “A dictatorship would be a heck of a lot easier, there’s no question about it.” [53]
Since 9/11, Bush and his team have made their contempt for the Constitution evident, in blasphemous word and in brazen deed.  In November 2005, according to a journalist with multiple White House sources, “GOP leaders told Bush that his hardcore push to renew the more onerous provisions of the [Patriot] act could further alienate conservatives still mad at the President from his botched attempt to nominate White House Counsel Harriet Miers to the Supreme Court.  ‘I don’t give a goddamn,’ Bush retorted. ‘I’m the President and the Commander-in-Chief. Do it my way.’  ‘Mr. President,’ one aide in the meeting said. ‘There is a valid case that the provisions in this law undermine the Constitution.’  ‘Stop throwing the Constitution in my face,’ Bush screamed back. ‘It’s just a goddamned piece of paper!’  …  Attorney General Alberto Gonzales, while still White House counsel, wrote that the ‘Constitution is an outdated document.’” [54]
Detention camps to be built by Halliburton?

Before a dictatorship can be implemented, the detention camps need to be ready, and the authorities need to have practice in taking guns away from ordinary citizens.  The planners may be able to check both these items off their “to do” list.  

In January 2006, the Homeland Security agency gave a $385 million contract to KBR, a subsidiary of Halliburton, to provide “temporary detention and processing capabilities,”  in the event of “‘an emergency influx of immigrants, or to support the rapid development of new programs’ in the event of other emergencies, such as ‘a natural disaster.’  The release offered no details about where Halliburton was to build these facilities, or when.” [55]  A Homeland Security official said that this was a “contingency contract,” so it is possible that no detention centers will be built.  As the Pacific News Service reports, “For those who follow covert government operations abroad and at home, the contract evoked ominous memories of Oliver North’s controversial Rex-84 ‘readiness exercise’ in 1984. This called for the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to round up and detain 400,000 imaginary ‘refugees,’ in the context of ‘uncontrolled population movements’ over the Mexican border into the United States. North’s activities raised civil liberties concerns in both Congress and the Justice Department.  …  ‘Almost certainly this is preparation for a roundup after the next 9/11 for Mid-Easterners, Muslims and possibly dissenters,’ says Daniel Ellsberg, a former military analyst who in 1971 released the Pentagon Papers.” [56]
Disaster “recovery”: confiscating civilian guns, and barring the press

After Hurricane Katrina devastated New Orleans, the authorities carried out mass confiscation of guns from city residents.  The sweep, carried out by state, local, and federal authorities, included areas that were not flooded, and included guns that had been legally registered.  The City Superintendent of Police said, “No civilians in New Orleans will be allowed to carry pistols, shotguns or other firearms  …  Only law enforcement are allowed to have weapons.” [57]  That order did not apply to “hundreds of security guards hired by businesses and some wealthy individuals to protect property. The guards, employees of private security companies like Blackwater, openly carry M-16’s and other assault rifles. Mr. Compass said that he was aware of the private guards, but that the police had no plans to make them give up their weapons.” [58]  These actions showed that in an emergency, all levels of government could and would cooperate to take weapons from law-abiding Americans, despite the Second Amendment’s recognition of the right to bear arms.   However, the raids sparked a national outcry.  In the summer of 2006, two separate Congressional bills which would ban weapons confiscation after a disaster passed with bipartisan support.  HR 5013, the “Disaster Recovery Personal Protection Act,” passed the House by 322-99, and by 84-16, the Senate approved an amendment to the Homeland Security appropriation bill, stating that “None of the funds appropriated by this Act shall be used for the seizure of a firearm based on the existence of a declaration or state of emergency.” [59]  As of September 2006, final action on these proposals was pending.

Until late July 2006, FEMA kept reporters out of the trailer camps for Katrina refugees, unless they were accompanied by a FEMA staffer.  On July 15, the Baton Rouge Advocate had reported that “a reporter and photographer were ordered off a Federal Emergency Management Agency-operated trailer park in Morgan City, La.   The journalists were invited to a trailer by resident Dekotha Devall and her family. But during the interview, the news team was ordered by a security guard to leave.  When the reporter tried giving a business card to Devall, the security guard called police, saying such an act was forbidden. The guard also told another resident, Pansy Ardeneaux, she was not permitted to speak to reporters through a chain-link fence at the park and ordered her back to her trailer.  Upon learning of the incident, FEMA officials said media had to be escorted at all times by members of the agency.  ‘If a resident invites the media to the trailer, they have to be escorted by a FEMA representative who sits in on the interview,’ FEMA spokeswoman Rachel Rodi told the Advocate. ‘That’s just policy.’” [60]  After public criticism by the press and Congressional representatives in Louisiana, FEMA rescinded this policy, and allowed free contact between the refugees and the press.  As with the New Orleans gun confiscation, these policies showed what FEMA – and government bureaucracies generally – will choose to do unless restrained by external pressure.  What will happen if an “emergency” removes these outside restraints?

The Executive Branch appears to hold the American public – their putative employers – in contempt.   White House Chief of Staff Andrew Card told delegates to the Republican National Convention in 2004 that “this president sees America as we think about a 10-year old child.” [61]  Michael Wynne, the Secretary of the Air Force, said on September 12, 2006 that new “nonlethal weapons such as high-power microwave devices should be used on American citizens in crowd-control situations before being used on the battlefield.” [62]  He added, “If we’re not willing to use it here against our fellow citizens, then we should not be willing to use it in a wartime situation.  …  if I hit somebody with a nonlethal weapon and they claim that it injured them in a way that was not intended, I think that I would be vilified in the world press.” [63]  Now we know where ordinary, dissenting Americans rank in the eyes of the powerful: somewhere close to guinea pigs or elementary school children, and possibly below hostile mobs overseas.  

Apologists for the Bush Administration’s policies endorse all this as a necessity during the present war, and say that loyal Americans who are doing nothing wrong have nothing to fear from the new security measures.  They are following the lead given by former Attorney General John Ashcroft, who said in late 2001, “to those who scare peace-loving people with phantoms of lost liberty; my message is this: Your tactics only aid terrorists – for they erode our national unity and diminish our resolve. They give ammunition to America’s enemies, and pause to America’s friends. They encourage people of good will to remain silent in the face of evil.” [64]    

The defenders of the Administration trust Republicans, Evangelicals, and social conservatives to use their new powers justly.  They ignore the reality that political power inevitably changes hands; sooner or later, new people will make, interpret, and enforce the rules.  The new laws, precedents, and traditions that the Bush Administration is creating will likely be used with devastating effect against opponents of any new, leftist administration.  

Congress and the courts: no consistent defense of freedom

The Executive Branch is firmly in the hands of those who believe in total presidential power; their “unitary executive” theory is the Nazi führerprinzip (or Soviet “democratic centralism”) translated into bureaucratic English.  In the face of this threat to the Constitution, do not count on the two other branches of the federal government to make a consistent, principled stand for liberty.

First, Congress.  As James Bovard reports, “Bush has encountered almost no effective resistance in his own party to his power grabs. One Republican senator recently told author Elizabeth Drew: ‘We’ve got to hang with the president because if you start splitting with him or say the president has been abusing power we’ll all go down.’  Sen. Pat Roberts (R-Kan.), the chairman of the Senate Intelligence Committee, recently denounced criticism of the NSA warrantless wiretapping as ‘insulting’ to the president, Drew reported. Apparently, some prominent Republicans believe that the president cannot be criticized even after he admits breaking the law. So what is the meaning of ‘limited government’ in the Bush era? Merely that the courts and Congress must be prohibited from limiting the president’s power.” [65]  With the passage of the Military Commissions Act of 2006, and with the renewal of the Patriot Act this year, Congress has given its explicit approval to most of the new powers that Bush has claimed.

In 2005, the Republican-controlled Congress passed the “Real ID Act,” which sets national standards for all driver licenses and  state ID cards. [66]  Under this law, states must issue new, federally approved ID documents within 5 years to all 245 million current drivers (and holders of state ID cards).  Residents of states whose ID cards do not comply will not be able to use their ID to fly on airplanes or enter Federal buildings.  A September 2006 study by the National Governors Association, the National Conference of State Legislatures and the American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators indicated that compliance with this law – a major step toward a national ID card – will cost states $11 billion.  Thus far, Congress has allocated only $40 million for implementation costs. [67]  In addition, “citizens will need more time and expend more effort to get new identity documents. Also, each applicant will need three to four identity documents, and each of those need independent verification. …  The wait for new ID cards in some areas could increase as much as 200 percent.” [68]  This bill is a classic example of intrusive, burdensome Federal regulation.  It forces States to come into line (or their citizens will lose the government-granted privilege of air travel) and to spend money without Federal coverage of the Federally imposed costs.  As such, it is an “unfunded mandate” of exactly the kind that the Republicans promised to end if they got control of Congress in 1994.  This promise has proven to be empty.

A new element of the Patriot Act, as of 2006, is the “Combat Methamphetamine  Epidemic Act” (CMEA). [69]  Under the CMEA, retailers (grocers, pharmacies, and the like) must put cold/allergy remedies containing pseudoephedrine behind the counter, or in a locked case.  Retailers may sell only a limited quantity of these pills to consumers in one day, and consumers are limited in the amount that they may buy per month.  Purchasers must show ID and sign a log book – a record that stores must keep for possible inspection by the Drug Enforcement Administration.  In this case, all cold and allergy sufferers, and all legitimate retailers, pay for the misdeeds of those who run clandestine speed labs.  

In September 2006, the House passed – by voice vote – the “Student Teacher Safety Act of 2006.”  This bill would “would require any school receiving federal funding – essentially every public school – to adopt policies allowing teachers and school officials to conduct random, warrantless searches of every student, at any time, on the flimsiest of pretexts. Saying they suspect that one student might have drugs could give officials the authority to search every student in the building.” [70]  Searches could include “pat-downs, bag searches, or strip searches depending on how administrators interpret the law.”  An opposition lobbyist said, “It looks like this bill was rushed to the House floor to help out the sponsor, Rep. Geoff Davis (R-KY/4th), who is in a tight re-election race. This vote lets him say he’s getting things done in Washington. But I would be surprised to see a similar push in the Senate.” [71]  The law’s opponents include “the American Federation of Teachers, the National Parent Teacher Association, the American Association of School Administrators, and the National School Boards Association” [72] – so it seems that school-related interest groups did not want the extra “safety” that this bill offers.  Although the bill is unlikely to pass the Senate during this term of Congress, HR 5295 is an indicator of how the House – which is now in Republican hands – views civil liberties in a situation that is unrelated to the War on Terror.

Congress cast lopsided, bipartisan votes in favor of the Patriot Act in 2001, and again in 2006, and approved the Military Commissions Act of 2006.  These three votes, and many others, tell  a consistent story.  When push comes to shove, the legislative branch will vote for more power for the Federal Government.  

As noted above, the Supreme Court has challenged some of the presidential abuses of power in the War on Terror.  But in other cases, the same Court has weakened individual freedom.  

        In June 2005, the Court gave state and local government officials the right to confiscate private property under eminent domain, and to transfer the land to another private party. [73]   The Court’s 5-4 decision in the Kelo vs. New London case allows local planners to seize property if they believe that a different owner will generate more tax revenue or more business for the region.  In the majority decision, Justice John Paul Stevens said that the Court would avoid “intrusive scrutiny in favor of affording legislatures broad latitude in determining what public needs justify use of the takings power.” [74]  Clearly, rich developers with connections to local planning departments are the gainers, and small property owners are the losers.

        In the June 2006 Hudson v. Michigan decision, the Court held that “evidence seized in an illegally performed ‘no-knock’ police raid can still be used against a defendant.” [75]  

        In 2001, in the Atwater vs. Lago Vista case, the Court upheld the right of police to arrest anyone they stop for minor law violations – even if the offense carried no penalty other than a small fine. [76]  In this case, the Texas policeman arrested and briefly jailed a woman after he saw that her children did not have their seat belts fastened.  The woman had not been driving recklessly, and the Court noted that her “claim to live free of pointless indignity and confinement clearly outweighs anything the City can raise against it specific to her case.”  Nevertheless, the Court held that “if an officer has probable cause to believe that an individual has committed even a very minor criminal offense in his presence, he may, without violating the Fourth Amendment, arrest the offender.”  Without such a ruling, officers would face a “systematic disincentive to arrest.”  

Such a finding establishes what James Bovard describes as “the legal inferiority of private citizens vis-à-vis government enforcement officers.” [77]  Under this ruling, almost everyone can be arrested.  As Captain Steve Powell of the Colorado State Patrol said, “Ninety percent of the cars out there are doing something that you can pull them over for.  There are a jillion reasons people can be stopped – taillights, windshields cracked, any number of things.” [78]

Losing national sovereignty

However little influence the American populace has over the Federal Government’s operations, we can be sure of one thing: our citizens will have even less say over international bodies.  Therefore, it’s worth noting that – even at a time when the US is being accused of unilateralism and ignoring world opinion – efforts are underway to move sovereignty in critical areas from our country to international decision-makers.

Since 1997, several majority rulings of the Supreme Court have included, as legal authorities, decisions made by overseas courts and international bodies.  Both the cultural left and the cultural right have looked overseas for precedents that would bolster their decisions.  From the left: In the Grutter v. Bollinger case (2003),  a ruling that upheld affirmative action at a Michigan university, Justice Ginsburg cited the UN  “International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination” in her concurring opinion. [79]  The majority in Lawrence v. Texas (2003), a ruling that struck down sodomy laws, “quoted the European Convention on Human Rights case Dudgeon v. United Kingdom (1981).” [80]  From the right: In 1997, in the Washington v. Glucksberg case, Chief Justice Rehnquist cited precedents from Canada and New Zealand to disprove the idea that there is a “fundamental human right” to legalized assisted suicide. [81]  Use of foreign legal precedent in American courts opens the application and interpretation of US laws to influences from traditions that have not been part of US history, and to which the American people have never given their assent.  Additionally, American judges could easily apply foreign precedents erroneously, with inadequate knowledge of their context and meaning in the overseas jurisdiction.  (Until 9/11 and its authoritarian aftermath in the US, it could also be said that reliance on overseas laws would dilute the common-law, Constitutional heritage of freedom within the US.  Now, unfortunately, it may be that use of international treaties and of precedents from still-free Anglosphere countries will assist in a last-ditch legal defense of liberty against a runaway American “unitary executive.”)

Towards the merger of the US, Canada, and Mexico

Meanwhile, since March 2005, the leaders of the US, Canada, and Mexico have been participating in the “Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America” (SPP).  This is not a treaty that has been ratified by the Senate; the SPP says that it is “a dialogue to increase security and enhance prosperity among the three countries. The SPP is not an agreement nor is it a treaty.  In fact, no agreement was ever signed.” [82]   The stated aims of the SPP are far-reaching, and its “North American Competitiveness Council” seeks to “fully incorporate the private sector” [83] into the new regime.  As the SPP states on its home page, “This trilateral initiative is premised on our security and our economic prosperity being mutually reinforcing. The SPP recognizes that our three great nations are bound by a shared belief in freedom, economic opportunity, and strong democratic institutions.  The SPP provides the framework to ensure that North America is the safest and best place to live and do business. It includes ambitious security and prosperity programs to keep our borders closed to terrorism yet open to trade.  The SPP builds upon, but is separate from, our long-standing trade and economic relationships. It energizes other aspects of our cooperative relations, such as the protection of our environment, our food supply, and our public health.  Looking forward, President Bush, Prime Minister Harper and President Fox have identified emergency management; influenza pandemics, including avian influenza; energy security; and safe and secure gateways (border security and facilitation) as key priorities for the SPP. The Leaders also announced the creation of North American Competitiveness Council to fully incorporate the private sector into the SPP process.” [84]  

The 2006 “Report to Leaders” hails the progress that is already underway toward the creation of a de facto North American Union – although the SPP does not acknowledge that as its goal.  The “Report” says, “A number of goals have been reached and, overall, implementation is on track.  …  The United States, Canada, and Mexico are making progress to standardize fingerprint-based biometric technology. Moreover, the three countries are cooperating in conducting trials and reviewing the compatibility of their biometric traveler systems.  …  Our three governments recognize that private sector involvement is key to enhancing North America’s competitive position in global markets and is the driving force behind innovation and growth. As such, the creation of the NACC [North American Competitiveness Council] provides a voice and a formal role for the private sector.  …  Prior to the next Leaders’ summit, the security and prosperity Ministers will meet to review further progress on the priority initiatives you identified in Cancun, update the SPP workplans in light of achievements to date, and develop new initiatives designed to achieve concrete results. At that time, we will discuss with the NACC its preliminary recommendations to Leaders.  …  The three countries discussed their respective regulatory systems and highlighted areas of cooperation.  As a result, the three countries identified a core set of elements for the Regulatory Cooperation Framework to include coordinating joint work on regulatory processes.” [85]  As for the signers of the just-mentioned report, including Michael Chertoff (Secretary of Homeland Security), Carlos Gutierrez (Secretary of Commerce), Condoleeza Rice (Secretary of State), and their Canadian and Mexican counterparts: who knew that the US now has its very own “security and prosperity Ministers”?  Note, as well, that the SPP’s “initiatives” are proceeding with little or no Congressional oversight, and with little publicity in the mainstream media.  Why alarm the public about an emerging North American superstate, when the media can instead cover 10-year-old murder cases and celebrity DUI arrests on a 24/7 basis?

Efforts to establish international, UN-guaranteed “rights” to abortion, contraception, and sex education have gone nowhere; the General Assembly routinely rebuffs attempts to insert “reproductive rights” language into international human rights treaties.  However, the UN bureaucracy responsible for treaty implementation has lobbied governments with traditionalist policies to liberalize.  Konrad Szymanski, a Polish member of the European Parliament, said in September 2006 that “in 2004 the Human Rights Committee even went so far as to indirectly support a draft law legalizing abortion in Poland.  …  since 1996 these committees have expressed support for the legalization of abortion on 56 various occasions towards 44 Member States of the United Nations,” although “access to abortion, and other issues included in the committees’ recommendations, such as access to sexual education and contraceptives, is not part of any treaty entered into with the UN system.” [86]
States and cities: no refuge from Leviathan

State and local governments are part of the current anti-freedom drive, as well.  Democrats and Republicans alike are joining in the rush to boss us all around “for our own good.”  The infringements on liberty range from the petty to the grievous:

        This year in California, the Democratic-dominated legislature and the Republican governor agreed to ban use of hand-held cell phones while driving, as of July 2008.  A first offense will cost $20, and subsequent offenses will cost $50. [87]  Similar laws are in effect in New York, New Jersey, Connecticut, and Washington DC.  (Out-of-pocket costs to violators will almost certainly be higher; often, local governments add significant fees of their own for anyone who commits an infraction or misdemeanor.)

        The California Legislature also passed a bill that is awaiting the Governor’s signature, requiring that all children under 8 years of age ride in a booster seat in the car’s back seat, unless the child is 4’9” or taller. [88]  Proponents say that air bags and seat belts are not designed to protect small children; skeptics say that the law will impose costs on millions of families while saving “between zero and seven” children’s lives per year. [89]
        Since 2003, 25 California cities have passed laws banning smoking on beaches.  The town of Calabasas recently “went so far as to ban smoking in all public places if other people are nearby.” [90]  Arkansas has made it illegal to smoke in cars where there are passengers under 6 years of age; Louisiana bans smoking in cars where there are riders under age 13. [91]
The problem with converting common, petty, unsafe, imprudent, or discourteous behavior into crimes is that it gives police more reasons to stop, search, and arrest ordinary citizens – people who are doing things that were legal until the new laws were made.  Enforcement of such laws is guaranteed to be arbitrary and capricious, and arrest is inherently intimidating and traumatizing for anyone other than a hardened criminal.

Local police vs. the Bill of Rights 

Aside from converting risk-taking and discourtesy into crimes, state and local authorities are joining in the ongoing assault on the Bill of Rights.

Across the US, local police have cooperated with Secret Service directives to protect Bush from encountering protesters when he speaks.  People may carry pro-Bush signs and line the streets while the President passes by; those with anti-Bush signs are ordered to move to distant “free speech zones” – or are arrested without further ado.  James Bovard reported on one such arrest: “When Bush went to the Pittsburgh area on Labor Day 2002, 65-year-old retired steel worker Bill Neel was there to greet him with a sign proclaiming, ‘The Bush family must surely love the poor, they made so many of us.’  The local police, at the Secret Service’s behest, set up a ‘designated free-speech zone’ on a baseball field surrounded by a chain-link fence a third of a mile from the location of Bush’s speech. The police cleared the path of the motorcade of all critical signs, but folks with pro-Bush signs were permitted to line the president’s path. Neel refused to go to the designated area and was arrested for disorderly conduct; the police also confiscated his sign. Neel later commented, ‘As far as I’m concerned, the whole country is a free-speech zone. If the Bush Administration has its way, anyone who criticizes them will be out of sight and out of mind.’  At Neel’s trial, police Detective John Ianachione testified that the Secret Service told local police to confine ‘people that were there making a statement pretty much against the president and his views’ in a so-called free-speech area. Paul Wolf, one of the top officials in the Allegheny County Police Department, told Salon that the Secret Service ‘come in and do a site survey, and say, ‘Here’s a place where the people can be, and we’d like to have any protesters put in a place that is able to be secured.’” [92]  Neel’s case was dismissed, but other peaceful protestors in Florida, Missouri, California, South Carolina, New York, and Washington have been arrested, beaten, and/or jailed for conveying the “wrong” message at the wrong location. [93]  During the presidential conventions for both major parties in 2004, protestors were confined to “free speech zones,” well away from the proceedings. [94]  The authorities on both sides of the aisle, nationwide, seem to have decided that Chicago, 1968 shall never be allowed to recur.

Military-style SWAT raids by police are on the increase nationwide – and in most cases, they are used for drug busts, not robberies, hostage crises, and similar life-threatening crimes.  According to the Cato Institute’s Radley Balko, “the number of SWAT call-outs jumped from about 3,000 per year in the early 1980s to more than 40,000 per year in the early 2000s. The vast majority of that increase has been for drug policing.  Stocked with surplus Pentagon equipment that Congress has made available for drug enforcement, police departments across the country have formed SWAT teams at an alarming clip, even in absurdly small towns where violent crime is unheard of.  …  Officials often cite the threat of terrorism, school shootings, hostage situations, or other emergencies when justifying their local team, but inevitably they’re used primarily to serve drug warrants. The dramatic rise in the number and use of SWAT teams has been coupled with a continued reliance on confidential informants—shady, often unreliable figures who offer tips to police in exchange for money, lenient treatment in their own criminal cases, or the elimination of competing drug dealers.” [95]
Movements that resurrect the old slogans of “states’ rights” and “support your local police” will not protect liberty, when state and local authorities are as eager as Federal officials to lord it over the population.

Manufactured consent: Americans assent to the New Regime

In 2004, the American electorate had a chance to give its verdict on Bush’s policies.  The results were clear, despite controversies over vote counts in Ohio and elsewhere.  A narrow majority of the population chose Bush, and more people nationwide did so in 2004 than in 2000.  In 2004, Bush got a majority – 50.7% – of the popular vote nationwide, compared to 47.9% in 2000.  In 47 of the 50 states, Bush’s share of the popular vote was higher in 2004 than it had been in 2000.  His electoral vote tally rose as well, from 271 in 2000 to 286 in 2004.  Voter turnout was higher in 2004 than in 2000 – so Bush’s victory can’t be explained away by saying that opposition voters stayed home in disgust at the choices offered to them. [96]  

Given this mandate, Bush took full advantage of it.  Two days after the election, Bush said, “When you win, there is a feeling that the people have spoken and embraced your point of view … and the people made it clear what they wanted.” [97]  In January 2005, he told the Washington Post, “We had an accountability moment, and that’s called the 2004 elections.  …  The American people listened to different assessments made about what was taking place in Iraq, and they looked at the two candidates, and chose me.” [98]
After the 2004 election, Bush’s Gallup Poll job approval ratings had dropped as low as 32% (in May 2006), [99] due to public dismay over the inept Federal response to the hurricanes in 2005 and over the stalemate in Iraq.  However, since the August 2006  exposure of the alleged terrorist plot to blow up 10 airplanes over the Atlantic Ocean, Bush’s approval rating has gone up to 42%.  Likewise, Republican congressmen in mid-summer faced a public that was saying – by a 10-point margin – that they preferred Democrats over Republicans in the fall Congressional elections. Less than 2 months later, there was only a 2-point poll gap between the 2 parties.  Conservative commentator Donald Lambro explained that Republicans “are beginning to come back home as Mr. Bush sharpens the issues in the war on terrorism that divide the two parties.  Equally important was Mr. Bush's full-throated response to the foiled Islamic terrorist plot to blow up 10 passenger jets en route to the United States from Great Britain in the midst of the campaigns.  …  Mr. Bush jumped on the episode, showing that the terrorist threat to America was still dangerous and could happen at any time, unless we keep up our guard and improve the US intelligence and global-surveillance weapons at our disposal. His message that the terrorists have to be right only once but we have to be right 100 percent of the time struck a devastating note at the psyche of the American people.  …   Safeguarding homeland security has suddenly become a hot issue again. Mr. Bush is not going to let that issue fade in the weeks and months to come, senior officials told me last week.” [100]  

This continues a pattern that researchers found before the 2004 election.  Libertarian writer James Bovard described the results of a study by Cornell University sociologists, of the effect of 26 nationally reported Federal terror warnings on presidential approval results during the following week: [101] “Each time the feds issued a new warning of a terrorist threat after 9/11, the president’s approval ratings rose by an average of almost 3 percent.” [102]  It appears that the classical maneuver by failing politicians – distract the people with a threat (real or imagined) posed by a foreign enemy – is working according to plan.

In summary: our politicians are trampling our traditional liberties and institutions, and the population – in practical terms – approves.  Since 9/11, we Americans have become harder of heart, more fearful, and more docile to boastful, power-grabbing rulers.  Such conduct, a shameful turn away from the valor that our forefathers displayed during the American Revolution and the early years of the Republic, is a sign of a society-wide loss of charity, virtue, and faith.

The Evangelical sociologists of the Barna Institute agree on the anemic state of the Christian faith in the US.  Their summer 2006 survey found that “despite an intense surge in religious activity and expression in the weeks immediately following 9/11 the faith of Americans is virtually indistinguishable today compared to pre-attack conditions.  …  The director of the Barna study, David Kinnaman, put the findings in context. ‘Many Christian leaders predicted that terrorism on US soil would catalyze a spiritual awakening in the country. The first few weeks were promising. But people quickly returned to their standard, faith-as-usual lives: within a month, most of their spiritual fervor was gone. Within 90 days, surprisingly few people were pursuing important questions about faith and spirituality. Now, five years removed from that fateful day, spiritually speaking, it’s as if nothing significant ever happened. People used faith like a giant band-aid – it helped people deal with the ugliness of the event but it offered little in the way of deep healing and it was discarded after a brief period of use’” [103]  

However, “God is not mocked.” (Gal. 6:7)  He will not consent to being used by us as either a security blanket or as a bandage.  If the horrors of 9/11 failed to awaken the American people to a lasting change of heart, how much more severe will be the events that God will allow in the future, as a final means of evoking repentance from those who are capable of it?

As the US is going, so goes the rest of the world.  

Repression, soft and hard - worldwide
Canada, the UK, and Western Europe follow the US example
In Canada, the United Kingdom, and the European Union (EU), attacks on liberty take the form of bans on anti-homosexual and anti-Islamic “hate speech,” a style of political correctness that Americans associate with university campuses.  The Christian Science Monitor reports that the Netherlands “has mandated that ‘Christ’ be spelled with a lowercase ‘c,’” and in Spain, “birth certificates now provide for same-sex parents to be referred to as ‘Progenitor A’ and ‘Progenitor B.’” [104]  The EU’s Network of Independent Experts on Human Rights opposes Slovakia’s treaty with the Vatican, which exempts doctors from performing abortions. [105]  Laws against “hate speech” and Holocaust denial have been enforced in Canada, Great Britain, and many European countries.
Other countries have enacted their own versions of the Patriot Act, as well.  In the United Kingdom, the Criminal Justice Act of 2003 – sold to the public as “modernization” of the criminal justice system – allows people accused of serious crimes to be tried again after acquittal, if “new and compelling evidence” against them comes to light. [106]  Police have broader power to stop and search passers-by; higher-level court review of bail decisions is reduced; prosecutors have broader power to bring the criminal history of the defendant before the court, while defense lawyers have less scope to do that same against prosecution witnesses. [107]  

Under the UK’s Terrorism Act of 2006, those who publish anything that may be seen as “direct or indirect encouragement” of terrorism may be jailed up to 7 years. [108]  According to the law, indirect encouragement of terrorism could include glorification of past, present, or future acts of terror, so as to encourage public emulation in “existing circumstances.”   Dissemination of terrorist publications – items which directly or indirectly encourage terrorism, or which contain information that terrorists could use to prepare or carry out an attack – now carries a maximum penalty of 7 years in jail.  These and other terror-related offenses can be tried in British courts, even if the offense was committed abroad.  By a two-vote margin, the House of Commons chose not to limit prosecutions to those who intended to incite terror.  It would appear that praise for any rebellion, revolution, or guerrilla rising anywhere, at any time, could trigger prosecution under this wide-ranging act.  Terror suspects can be held for up to 28 days without charges.

Taking a page out of the US handbook, EU interior ministers are planning to use iris and facial scans to profile all passengers on all “domestic and international flights in and out of Europe.” [109]  All passengers will be checked against lists of terror suspects – although who can say how people are put onto such a list, and how errors can be corrected.  This initiative is in response to the alleged liquid-explosives plot revealed on August 10, 2006.

With the American, Canadian, and UK/EU experience in hand, we can reject the sanguine claim by neoconservative author Adam Wolfson.  He had said – contrary to libertarians and traditional conservatives – that “There is in fact no road to serfdom through the welfare state.” [110]
Repression in Communist and “Ex”-Communist nations

Putin’s Russia is moving back toward centralized, authoritarian government – and the Communist regimes in China, Cuba, Indochina, and North Korea never moved away from it.  Here’s an overview of human rights in the Communist world (and some of the “ex”-Communist states) today: North Korea’s Kim Jong-il “runs the most tightly controlled society in the world.  …  Islam Karimov of Uzbekistan is one of a handful of leaders from the former Soviet Union who have survived the post-Communist transition while retaining the authoritarian methods favored by the Soviets.  His name is synonymous with torture.  …  The Chinese Communist Party’s strategy of liberalizing its national economy while harshly rejecting democracy has become the model for modern dictatorships.  Hu Jintao and his party control all media in China, between 250,000 and 300,000 Chinese citizens, including political dissidents, are incarcerated in ‘reeducation through labor’ camps and the conviction rate in normal criminal trials is 99.7 percent.  …  Niyazov [of the former Soviet republic of Turkmenistan] has created the world’s most pervasive personality cult, and criticism of any of his policies is considered treason.  …  Aleksandr Lukashenko of Belarus has the dubious distinction of being Europe’s last remaining dictator.  He was popularly elected in 1994 and immediately began consolidating his power and eliminating any shred of democracy or free speech.  …  No list of dictators would be complete without Cuba’s Fidel Castro.  …  Although Castro has mellowed with age, his government continues to control all media and it is still possible to be sent to jail for the charge of being prone to commit a crime in the future.  … The remote Southeast Asian nation of Laos has been ruled since 1975 by the Communist Lao People’s Democratic Party, a stultifyingly dull collective dictatorship.” [111]  

Repression in the Third World and in the Islamic nations

In the Third World – never known for governments that respect human rights – the customs of kleptocracy, communal and religious persecution, and one-party dictatorship hold sway.  David Wallechinsky’s survey of dictatorships around the world notes: “In Burma, Than Shwe heads a military dictatorship that has been in power since 1962.  His regime stands out from those of other dictatorship for its use of forced labor.” [112]  In Zimbabwe, since Robert Mugabe took power, “he has turned increasingly dictatorial, and he has run his country into the ground.   Since 1988, life expectancy in Zimbabwe has plunged from sixty-two years to thirty-eight.” [113]  In oil-rich Equatorial Guinea, the majority of the population lives on $1 a day or less, while the dictator has a fortune of $700 million in US banks. [114]  Two of India’s states, Madhya Pradesh and Chattisgarh, recently passed laws to impede conversions to Christianity. [115]  Hindu nationalists have accused Christians of using enticement or fraud to obtain new converts – usually from lower-caste or “untouchable” Indians who are oppressed in traditional Hindu society.

In the Islamic world, repression continues – in both allied and enemy nations.  As Wallechinsky summarizes: “Omar al-Bashir of Sudan … is the only dictator currently in power who is responsible for the killing of hundreds of thousands of people” in Darfur and southern Sudan.” [116]   Saudi Arabia is an absolute monarchy; its leaders get relatively little criticism because of world dependency on their oil.  Nevertheless, “By law all Saudi citizens must be Muslims.  …  A Saudi woman cannot appear in public with a man who is not a relative.  …  King Abdullah and his relatives follow an intolerant version of Islam known in the West as Wahhabism.  Since 1975, the Saudi royal family has spent more than $70 billion financing mosques and Islamic centers worldwide, including more than $300 million in the United States, where most Muslims studying in Arabic use Saudi textbooks, some of which are violently anti-Christian and anti-Jewish.” [117]  

In Iran, those “convicted of premeditated murder are subject to the death penalty, but there is one exception.  If a Muslim kills a member of a religious minority, his crime is not punishable by death.  …  Apostasy, the rejection of Islam in order to switch to a different faith, is considered a capital crime.” [118]  The post-1997 relaxation of Islamic law is going into reverse.  As Time magazine reported in August 2006, “Over the last few months, various branches of the Iranian government have stealthily worked to roll back social freedoms, re-institute gender segregation in some public academic institutions, and impose repressive Islamic codes that have been ignored here since the late 1990s. …  There is nothing new about the restrictions themselves. They were the grim reality of life here before the 1997 election of the liberalizer Mohammad Khatami. The difference today is the sporadic and velvet-gloved implementation of the old codes.” [119]
Pakistan, a putative American ally in the War on Terror, is a dictatorship whose criminal code is based on strict Islamic law.  Wallechinsky notes, “for unmarried couples, the punishment [for extramarital sex] is 100 lashes; for an adulterer, the punishment is death by stoning.  Rape can only be prosecuted if the victim can produce four Muslim male witnesses to testify.  The Hudood Ordinance also criminalized drinking alcohol, punishable by eighty lashes, and made the punishment for theft the amputation of the right hand at the wrist.” [120]  Toleration of Christians is the exception, not the rule, in the Islamic world.

For Islam to change, that religion – and the associated cultures – would have to undergo a secularizing Enlightenment, akin to what occurred in Europe between the end of the Thirty Years’ War and the Napoleonic Wars.  There’s no sign of that happening; the trend is toward hard-line, “back to the Koran” Islamism instead.  Democracy, per se, is not a corrective for this.  When Algeria (1991), Turkey (1997), Palestine (2006), and other Islamic countries have had elections, the voters often chose Islamist parties.  In several countries, fundamentalist Islamism is held in check only by military rule.  

Apologists for the New Collectivism attack “radical individualism”

As liberty contracts, pundits from the left and the right assail “radical individualism.”  As in the 1930s, “individualism” attracts the most disdain from rulers and the chattering classes precisely when the real trend is in the opposite direction.  

On the left: “there’s too much personal freedom”

The voices from the left are predictable enough.  In 1995, Mikhail Gorbachev had told the State of the World Forum, “it is increasingly evident that the values of the Western world are becoming more and more anachronistic. Their Golden Age is in the past; they cannot assure a dependable future for the human race.  We should take a sober and unprejudiced view of the strengths and weaknesses of collectivism, which is fraught with dictatorship. But what about the individualism of Western culture? At the very least, something will have to be done about its purely consumerist orientation that emphasizes ‘having’ rather than ‘being,’ acquiring and possessing rather than revealing the real potential of humanity.” [121]  

In 1994, President Clinton told MTV, “When we got organized as a country and we wrote a fairly radical Constitution with a radical Bill of Rights, giving a radical amount of individual freedom to Americans, it was assumed that the Americans who had that freedom would use it responsibly.  …  What’s happened in America today is, too many people live in areas where there’s no family structure, no community structure, and no work structure.  And so there’s a lot of irresponsibility.  And so a lot of people say there’s too much personal freedom.  When personal freedom’s being abused, you have to move to limit it.” [122]  For those who believe that freedom and human rights are privileges granted by government, rather than the result of mankind being created in the image of God (Gen. 1:27), such conclusions are almost inevitable.  

Twelve years later, the liberal Catholic editors of National Catholic Reporter concur with the former President: “the notion of common good seems to have been scrubbed from our national vocabulary. We have been given over, intellectually, emotionally, financially and certainly politically to the individual good. We have taken individualism to the extremes of greed and self-aggrandizement, often with the tacit permission and even encouragement of our leaders.  From education to the workplace, from environmental policy to foreign policy, the emphasis is on the individual’s interest or, in the case of the state, US interests, often to the exclusion of all else.” [123]
On the right, from Ratzinger to Giuliani: “Freedom is about authority”

On the right, lay and religious leaders and commentators are saying the same.  In the final Mass before the start of the conclave that elected him as Pope, Joseph Ratzinger said in April 2005, “How many winds of doctrine have we known in recent decades, how many ideological currents, how many ways of thinking. The small boat of the thought of many Christians has often been tossed about by these waves - flung from one extreme to another: from Marxism to liberalism, even to libertinism; from collectivism to radical individualism; from atheism to a vague religious mysticism; from agnosticism to syncretism and so forth.  …  We are building a dictatorship of relativism that does not recognize anything as definitive and whose ultimate goal consists solely of one’s own ego and desires.” [124]  This critique of egoism and “radical individualism” is offered by a prelate who claims infallibility, and who believes that Truth is to be found through submission to his own Church.

Rudolph Giuliani, the former Mayor of New York City (and an active contender for the Republican presidential nomination in 2008), offered a “conservative,” collectivist redefinition of freedom in 1994: “Freedom is about authority. Freedom is about the willingness of every single human being to cede to lawful authority a great deal of discretion about what you do and how you do it.” [125]  Neoconservative analyst Adam Wolfson adds, “To the neoconservative the true road to serfdom lies in the efforts of libertarian and left-wing elites to mandate an anti-democratic social policy all in the name of liberty.  But it is a narrow, privatized liberty that is secured.  An active and lively interest in public affairs is discouraged as a result.  Everything is permitted – except a say in the shaping of the public ethos.” [126]  Wolfson is evidently distressed by court-driven legalization of abortion, pornography, and same-sex unions – but his attack on “narrow, privatized liberty” in the name of democracy is broad enough to sweep the Magna Carta and the Bill of Rights into the dust bin.

It may be that these leaders, left and right, define freedom as did the Ape in C. S. Lewis’ The Last Battle, the installment of the Narnia tales that described the end of that world.  The Antichrist figure in the story told his disgruntled followers: “You think freedom means doing what you like.  Well, you’re wrong.  That isn’t true freedom.  True freedom means doing what I tell you.” [127]  Such also was the message of Dostoevsky’s Grand Inquisitor when he challenged Christ: “Oh, we shall persuade them that they will only become free when they renounce their freedom to us and submit to us.” [128]
From the “Global War on Terror” to World War III: more pieces fall into place

As government leaders worldwide tighten restrictions on their own people, they are also, as if by unspoken common consent, mobilizing for a war that would make the post-9/11 “War on Terror” resemble a minor border skirmish.  We can envision the world as a badly-run, unsecured lumber yard, in which piles of tinder-dry wood are stacked ever higher and higher, and closer to each other.  Meanwhile, more of the wood becomes rotten – and increasing numbers of delinquent youth are sneaking in and playing with matches, fireworks, and backyard rockets.  The whole yard has not gone up in flames yet – but with time, the potential scale of the final conflagration grows, as does the likelihood of its occurrence.  Five political trends are driving us toward a nuclear precipice.

Five trends leading to atomic war

1. One part of the buildup for world war is a network of interlocking alliances that can, as in 1914, draw the Great Powers into confrontation.  The NATO alliance has expanded into Eastern Europe, even after the reason for the existence of the alliance – an aggressive Soviet Union – ceased to exist.  Efforts are underway to add Ukraine and Georgia to NATO.  In opposition, Russia is reviving her alliance with Cuba after a 15-year hiatus.  Cuba is aligning with Venezuela and Bolivia, and is increasing her trade with China.  Russia and China made the “Sino-Russian Friendship and Cooperation Treaty” in 2001, and carried out joint war games in 2005.  Both have large business interests in Iran.  Defense analyst Ariel Cohen, of the Heritage Institute, said in 2005, “Today, Moscow and Beijing want to build a multi-polar world. That would require diluting American global supremacy and opposing the US rhetoric of democratization. Both sides are willing to bend to reach those goals. China, for example, supported Russia’s heavy-handed tactics in Chechnya. Russia, in turn, supported China’s demands that Taiwan reunite with the mainland.  …  Perhaps more alarming from an American perspective is the close relationship both China and Russia have with Iran. China has signed 25-year, $50 billion deals to develop and import liquid natural gas from the giant South Pars field in Iran. Russia benefits from large-scale contracts with Iran, including construction of the Bushehr nuclear reactor.” [129]  Pakistan is reacting to the developing US-India alliance by strengthening its ties with China; its post-9/11 cooperation with the US resembles a shotgun marriage that is vulnerable to annulment. [130]  

2. A second part of the buildup for world war is the hardening of attitudes worldwide.  More and more countries are stating their willingness to engage in “pre-emptive” war – to make the first strike when they perceive a threat – or to use atomic weapons.  The US led this parade.  President Bush told the cadets at West Point in 2002 that, “We must take the battle to the enemy, disrupt his plans and confront the worst threats before they emerge.  In the world we have entered the only path to safety is the path of action. And this nation will act,” using “preemptive action when necessary to defend our liberty and to defend our lives.” [131]  In the fall of 2002, a leaked Pentagon report revealed our list of potential nuclear targets: China, Russia, Iraq, North Korea, Iran, Libya and Syria. [132]  (Iraq, of course, has since been occupied without use of nuclear weapons; Libya has given up any claims to nuclear weapons programs and is no longer on the US “rogue state” list.)  The report for Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld indicated that the US would use nuclear weapons in three circumstances: “against targets able to withstand non-nuclear attack; in retaliation for the use of nuclear, biological or chemical weapons”; and “in the event of surprising military developments.” [133]  In other words, the US is not limiting its use of nuclear weapons to retaliation for an enemy nuclear attack.  

As the US prepares to make the first strike, so do other countries.  In January 2006, President Chirac of France said that he retains the right to “use limited nuclear strikes to retaliate against terror attacks and protect access to vital natural resources.” [134]  After the North Korean missile tests of July 2006, Japan said that it would consider pursuing “military capabilities that would enable preemptive strikes at North Korean missile bases.” [135]  In the fall of 2004, Russia stated that it would make “preemptive strikes” against “terrorist bases anywhere in the world;” their military plans also allow “using nuclear weapons if the country’s very existence is in question.” [136]  In mid-2005, the dean of China’s National Defense University warned that China could make a pre-emptive nuclear strike against the US if the US attacks Chinese forces with conventional weapons during a China-Taiwan conflict. [137]  Everyone is getting an itchy trigger finger, and the nuclear powers are preparing to play Russian roulette on a global scale.

3. The third component of the buildup for world war is real conflict of interest and ideology between the opposing camps. The most obvious of these are the clashes between Israel and the Muslim world, and the clashes between the nominally Christian Western nations and much of the Muslim world.   Russia and China have a joint interest in opposing US status as sole superpower, and in not allowing the US to gain control over the global oil supply by successfully dominating the Middle East and the potentially oil-rich Muslim republics of the former USSR.  As Pravda warned in August 2006, “The eventual possession of the oil treasury by one of the conflicting sides will provoke harsh resistance from both Asia and Europe. Russia is also very likely to get provoked into becoming an active participant.” [138]  Standing against the stated US policy of spreading US-style “democracy” worldwide, our opponents are reasserting their sovereignty.  In July 2006, Gorbachev warned the West against further intervention in, or criticism of, Russia: “We will be making mistakes, so what? Do not put any obstacles in our way! Do you really think that you are smarter than we are? You want to organize the US style of democracy in Russia. This will not work.” [139]   China is ruled by a Communist government, and Russia’s leader is a former KGB officer who has lamented the fall of the Soviet Union.  China went to war with India in 1962 over a border dispute, and a Google satellite photo recently revealed a Chinese military base with a terrain replica (used for tank training) of the still-disputed territory. [140]  Pakistan and India, both nuclear powers, vie for control over the province of Kashmir.

4. The fourth element of the buildup for world war is the increasing willingness of various nations to speak and act provocatively, threatening their opponents’ vital interests and – in a sense – daring the other side to respond.  For example:

        US/Russia: Between 2002 and 2004, the US spent at least $65 million to help its favored candidate, Viktor Yushchenko, win the presidential election in Ukraine. [141]  Yushchenko has returned the favor by attempting – thus far, without success – to steer Ukraine into membership in NATO, the alliance founded by the Western Powers during the Cold War to contain the USSR. [142]  Russia opposes Ukrainian membership in the Western alliance, fearing hostile military bases within a few hundred miles of Moscow.  Russia sees US involvement in Ukraine in the same way that the US viewed Russian efforts to establish new Communist governments in Latin America during the Cold War: as an invasion of its own back yard by a hostile power.

        Iran/Israel: The president of Iran has waved a red flag in Israel’s face by questioning the reality of the Nazi extermination of Jews during World War II, and calling Israel a “disgraceful blot” that should be “wiped off the map” – or moved to “Europe, the United States, Canada, or Alaska.” [143]  In turn, the Israelis have considered making a first strike against Iran (or having the US do so) to foreclose the possibility that the Islamic Republic would ever have the capability of making nuclear weapons.  There is as yet no evidence that Iran has such weapons, or could develop and deploy them in less than 5 or 10 years – but even unfounded fear about national survival can lead politicians to calamitous, irrational acts.

        US/China/Taiwan: The Chinese Communists are determined to reunify with Taiwan, sooner or later.  They consider the island to be a historic part of China, and will not rule out occupying that country by force.  In particular, a declaration of independence (or some other act asserting sovereignty) by Taiwan could provoke an attack by Beijing.  Nevertheless, in April 2001, Bush promised a military defense of Taiwan.  As CNN reported, “Asked in the ABC interview if Washington had an obligation to defend the Taiwanese in the event of attack by China  …  Bush said: ‘Yes, we do ... and the Chinese must understand that. Yes, I would.’  When asked whether the United States would use ‘the full force of the American military,’ Bush responded, ‘Whatever it took to help Taiwan defend herself.’” [144] With this pledge, Bush made a stronger promise to intervene than previous American presidents have done.  To see how this pledge appears to China, imagine the US reaction in 1865 if Britain or France had publicly promised “whatever it took” to keep the North from occupying the entirety of the South at the end of the Civil War.

        Japan/China/Russia: Japan has just installed a new, inexperienced, “staunchly nationalist” Prime Minister, Shizo Abe.   He has promised that Japan will be “a more internationally assertive country,” and “will use the crisis over the Sakhalin-2 oil project in Russia’s far east to show that a newly aggressive Tokyo is ready to get tough with Moscow.” [145]  He also plans to give Japan’s military “a larger international role,” and to “bring more patriotism to schools, and boost Japan’s military alliance with the United States – both sore points with the Chinese, who feel that Japanese textbooks gloss over Japan’s wartime atrocities, and that the US-Japan alliance is aimed at containing Beijing.” [146]  
5. Fifth, as global tensions increase, military buildups continue on all sides.  Each nation learns what its opponents are doing, and increases its own military power to fend off their foes’ growing capabilities.  With more arms and men deployed more widely, it will be easier than before for accidents and misjudgments to occur, and for small skirmishes to escalate in an unplanned way. 
Republican politicians wave the “World War III” flag

Even before the Great Powers clash, politicians are describing the present conflict as a World War.  In June 2005, President Bush said, “Among the terrorists, there is no debate. Hear the words of Osama Bin Laden: ‘This Third World War is raging’ in Iraq.” [147]  Bush repeated this same bin Laden quote in September 2006. [148]  Former House speaker Newt Gingrich and neoconservative commentators on CNN and Fox News have applied the same apocalyptic label to the current (and pending) wars – especially since the Israeli-Hezbollah war in mid-2006. [149]  Gingrich is clear that he wants to use such language to shift the political tide toward the Republicans for the November elections.  As the Seattle Times reported, “There is a political element to his talk of World War III. Gingrich said that public opinion can change ‘the minute you use the language’ of World War III. The message then, he said, is, ‘OK, if we’re in the third world war, which side do you think should win?’  Gingrich said he is ‘very worried’ about Republicans facing fall elections and says the party must have the ‘nerve’ to nationalize the elections and make the 2006 campaigns about a liberal Democratic agenda rather than about President Bush's record.” [150]  For politicians such as this, one reply fits: be careful what you pray for, because you just might get it.

Don’t bet on a US victory if World War III comes
If all-out war comes, we can’t bet on an American victory, let alone a “New American Century” in which our neoconservatives can export US institutions and values to the rest of the planet.  A world war would lead to attacks on US soil that would inflict far more damage than 9/11; we would be fortunate to suffer no more damage than we did during the Civil War (which devastated the Confederacy, where most of the fighting occurred).  We would be entering the war with few friends and many enemies.  As military analyst W. Joseph Stroupe wrote for Asia Times, “By its policies and actions since the collapse of the Soviet Union, and especially since September 11, 2001, the US has profoundly isolated itself on the world stage. That has played, and continues to play, directly into the hands of Russia, China and their strategic partners who understand US global isolation is the key to ending US global dominance.” [151]
Our military is already overtaxed by the Afghan and Iraq wars.  Major offensives by the US would almost certainly require American first use of nuclear weapons, an act with incalculable diplomatic and military consequences.  Much of our economic power depends on acceptance of the dollar as a reserve currency worldwide, continued free trade, and continued US access to overseas oil.  With a Great Power conflict, all these peacetime arrangements would come swiftly undone.  Without American military or economic supremacy, we would no longer be in a position to block the implementation of an opponent’s New World Order.

Aftermath: a New World Order imposed by the left?

After the chaos of a world war would come a New World Order.  The old regime – with its sovereign nation-states (and a powerful, wealthy US), multinational corporations, capitalism, and traditional religions – will have been shattered by the war and its attendant revolutions.  The destruction of traditional society, which moved into high gear with World War I, will be virtually complete.  It will be entirely feasible for leftists of various camps (Marxists, European Union-style socialists, and others) to build a new global regime.  

Whatever the outcome of World War III, a global Islamic caliphate – as sought by Al Qaeda and its allies – is the least likely outcome.  Radical Islamists do not control any states that would be capable of conquering the Great Powers; even if they obtained a few nuclear weapons, they could create chaos, but could not hold territory.  Additionally, much radical Islamic influence in mosques and schools worldwide depends on subsidies from oil-rich Middle Eastern nations.  With a world war, the flow of money will stop, along with the world economy – and the oil fields, themselves, may be either occupied or devastated in the conflict.  

Nationalism, religion to be blamed for World War III

It will be easy to blame the war on the outmoded institution of national sovereignty – and the powers-that-be who survive are likely to offer a “one-world” regime as a necessity for reconstruction and peace.  Even now, some of America’s richest and most influential people avow this as their goal.  As David Rockefeller said in his 2002 Memoirs, “Some even believe we are part of a secret cabal working against the best interests of the United States, characterizing my family and me as ‘internationalists’ and of conspiring with others around the world to build a more integrated global political and economic structure – one world, if you will. If that’s the charge, I stand guilty, and I am proud of it.” [152]  On September 13, 2006, former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger told the Washington Post, “We now know that we face the imperative of building a new world order or potential global catastrophe.” [153]
If the war begins with all-out conflict between the Islamic nations and Israel (with its nominally Christian allies), the monotheistic religions will be discredited, just as the horrors of the two World Wars devastated the Christian faith of Europeans after 1945.  In that event, the proponents of utopia-through-secularism have their response ready.  Antonio Garrigues Walker, Deputy Chairman of the European branch of the Trilateral Commission, told the International Herald Tribune in October 2001 that “The basic problem resides in the claim by every religion not merely to be the true religion but to be the only true religion.  This claim reduces to a minimum, or eliminates altogether, any possibility of dialogue or understanding.  It leads to an impasse and must be corrected.  …  Relativism, thank goodness, is advancing.  …  Doors are opening into a new philosophical era in which we will have to survive without dogmatic bases and rid our minds of many traditional isms.” [154]  The title for the Trilateralist’s article said it all: “Church Dogma Harms Quest for Global Peace.” 

With the fratricide of organized, militant Christianity, Judaism, and Islam during a new world war, the way will be open for secular utopians, occultists, and the Eastern religions to fill the spiritual gap.  Sooner or later, after their Abrahamic competitors are removed from the public square, the mutual antagonism of these anti-Christian belief systems is likely to come to the fore.  Today’s religious left imagines that if they can dispense with the “godly claims” of the “exclusive religions,” [155] there will be religious peace.  This dream will not be realized.  

A coming “global leviathan”

By the testimony of some of Europe’s most influential politicians, a new order built under their auspices will be idolatrous and collectivist.  Chris Patten, European Union External Relations Commissioner, said in 2000: “In the past people asked God to deliver them from evil. Today they look to international institutions – and in Europe that means the EU.” [156]  In the 2002 annual report of the World Economic Forum, Klaus Gretschmann, the Director-General of the Council of the European Union, wrote, “For a new world order we need consistent policies, benchmarking of best practice and partnership in leadership.  …  Rather than working top-down, like an international hegemony, networks are horizontal powers embedded in a system of checks and balances.  This does not fully exclude, however, that in order to prevent barbarism and fend off atrocious fanaticism, networks may need to take on – temporarily and partially – the forms and functions of a – benign – global leviathan.” [157]
The supporters of Mikhail Gorbachev at the State of the World Forum’s Commission on Global Governance said in 2003, “As the 21st century unfolds, an ever more integrated global system demands an ever more inclusive and holistic approach to global governance.” [158]  Gorbachev, himself, said in 2000 that “The socialist idea is inextinguishable,” [159] and added that “I am convinced that a new civilization will inevitably take on certain features that are characteristic of, or inherent in, the socialist ideal.” [160]  He vowed in 2002, that “I intend to continue to contribute to building that new world order.” [161]  

Man proposes, but God disposes.  A leftist New World Order is not likely to be any more economically efficient than the Soviet Union’s Warsaw Pact was, and is not likely to provide any more spiritual sustenance to its followers than the Marxist regimes did.  Even without organized resistance or internal disunity, such a regime will be built on a foundation of sand.

Aftermath: a New World Order imposed in the name of religious tradition?

There are those on the right who view the threats of war and leftist collectivism with calm assurance.  The reason: they expect to be the ones who will pick up the pieces and build a new, global  “Christendom” after the Muslims, the Communists and/or the “pink” transnational progressives at the European Union and the United Nations have spent their fury – or have been destroyed by Divine intervention.  

Some conservatives and traditionalists have their own version of a New World Order in mind.  These activists, like their leftist brethren, wish to wield the One Ring – for our own good, of course.  They are following the example set in the late 1930s by the founder of Opus Dei – a powerful, rightist Roman Catholic movement – who praised “holy coercion” of souls: “If, to save an earthly life, it is praiseworthy to use force to keep a man from committing suicide, are we not allowed to use the same coercion – ‘holy coercion’ – to save the Lives (with a capital) of so many who are stupidly bent on killing their souls?” [162]
Here follow some of the right-wing visions of a new society, in which “sanctified” human power is to be applied to make us good.  Coercive utopianism is not the monopoly of the left.  

Coercive utopianism among right-wing Catholics

In 2000, two Roman Catholic writers proposed (in Lay Witness, the magazine of Catholics United for the Faith, a mainstream, conservative Catholic apologetics organization) that the US adopt a new constitutional amendment, backed by a concordat with the Vatican, that would say: 

“Section 1. The fundamental human rights of the Natural Law as interpreted by the See of Peter, including but not limited to those enumerated in the Vatican ‘Charter of the Rights of the Family,’ [163] shall not be abridged. 

Section 2. In the event that any law, statute, treaty, alliance, or future Amendment shall violate the fundamental human rights enumerated in Section 1, the people or the States may cease from the payment of taxes and all further acts of allegiance to the federal government.” [164]  

Scarnecchia and Gray, the authors, say that this plan, which would “submit the definition of fundamental human rights” to the Vatican, would “provide a sure foundation for a renewed world order.  …  Neither the Founding Fathers who provided for slavery, nor the political parties, nor the courts, nor the people or their representatives are competent, because of original sin, to define with certainty authentic human rights. Already, several countries have concordats with the Holy See. In some places, canon law has civil effects. If we would be free of tyranny, we must bend the knee to higher law and a higher authority established by God for this very purpose – to teach without error about faith and morals.” [165]  

The writers (one is a Catholic canon lawyer, and the other – an attorney – teaches at Franciscan University at Steubenville, Ohio) expect this to come about only after all else has been tried, and God intervenes: “At times the only practical solution is the miraculous. That’s when the unforeseeable becomes predictable. At Fatima, in 1917, Our Lady promised that in the end, after much suffering and strife, her Immaculate Heart would triumph and that we would be given an era of peace. Only nations founded upon the natural law articulated infallibly by the Vicar of Christ can fully promote an era of peace. All other political experiments, even the best, have led in the end to a culture of death. Therefore, we should prepare for an unforeseeable but predictable event – that the meek may inherit an unraveled and contrite nation.” [166]
Fr. McCloskey, an Opus Dei priest in Washington DC with many connections to the ruling Republican establishment, [167] has his own vision of the unraveling of America, and of the nation’s reconstruction under Catholic tutelage.  In the May 2000 Catholic World Report, he wrote a futuristic story (from the perspective of a 77-year-old priest in 2030) in which the US had turned left, persecuted the Church, produced “tens of thousands of martyrs and confessors for the Faith in North America,” and then underwent “that final short but relatively bloodless conflict that produced our Regional States of North America.” [168]  As result, there is a smaller, purer Catholic Church in which “the notion of dissent has all but disappeared from the theological vocabulary.  …  the Catholics of this generation are averaging four to five children per family.  …  in this year 2030 we are only 10 percent of the population, but we have a rock-solid fulcrum of which Archimedes would be proud.  Upon that fulcrum we can transform the world.” [169]  

In 2003, McCloskey made it clear that he thinks along these lines in the real world, not just when writing fiction.  In an interview with the Boston Globe, he said, “Do I think it’s possible for someone who believes in the sanctity of marriage, the sanctity of life, the sanctity of family, over a period of time to choose to survive with people who think it’s OK to kill women and children or for – quote – homosexual couples to exist and be recognized?  No, I don’t think that’s possible.  …  I don’t know how it’s going to work itself out, but I know it’s not possible, and my hope and prayer is that it does not end in violence. But, unfortunately, in the past, these types of things have tended to end this way.  ….  If American Catholics feel that’s troubling, let them. I don’t feel it’s troubling at all.  …  I would hope, rather than violence, if there was to be a difference in the way that people look at the fundamental issues, that they would separate peacefully rather than impose their views on the others.” [170]
Professor Anthony Esolen, a Catholic poet who recently published a new translation of Dante’s Divine Comedy, in 2004 offered his own vision of a new American society after the overthrow of the Sexual Revolution and its backers.  This appeared in Crisis, a conservative Catholic magazine aligned with the Republican Party: “What if we Christian rebels could overthrow the sexual revolution? What must we change?  …  Suppose the technology and bureaucracy of our enslavement have been dismantled: no Pill, no abortion, no government machine to supplant the father and undermine the family.  …  If we took seriously the indissolubility of marriage, for everybody and not just for the saintly and the heroic, would we build suburbs for anonymity? Would married men and women associate casually? …  Would parents allow children to choose their spouses without their least approval? Would we treat a divorce as if it were an appendectomy? Would we neglect to assign to the divorced a just and salutary blame – salutary for those who might be tempted to the same evil? Would we encourage unmarried men and women to live alone?  …  Another civil war is brewing in our nation, to be fought between those who believe in the sanctity of sex and those who do not. It will shed far less blood than the first and will therefore be much longer and more bitter. It must decide our fate as a civilization.” [171]  Like Fr. McCloskey, Esolen envisions the Culture War ending with a shooting war – after which everyone will be virtuous, or else.

Bishop Thomas G. Doran, of the Catholic Diocese of Rockford, Illinois, minced no words in his August 2006 column for his diocesan newspaper: “Many of the issues that confront us are serious, and we know by now that the political parties in our country are at loggerheads as to how to solve them. We know, for instance, that adherents of one political party would place us squarely on the road to suicide as a people.  The seven “sacraments” of their secular culture are abortion, buggery, contraception, divorce, euthanasia, feminism of the radical type, and genetic experimentation and mutilation. These things they unabashedly espouse, profess and promote. Their continuance in public office is a clear and present danger to our survival as a nation.” [172]  He added, “It is the duty of every Catholic to support the work of the parish Pro-Life directors and commissions and to work for the extirpation from our society of all those who in any way foster or promote these things.” [173]  Doran’s column met with wide approval among the Internet’s community of activist, conservative Catholics.  Doran, himself, is a well-placed, mainstream Roman Catholic; he was made a bishop in 1994 by John Paul II, and is a member of two Vatican departments that help the Pope govern the Church: the Supreme Tribunal of the Apostolic Signatura, and the Congregation for the Clergy. [174]  

Note that when the Bishop called on his flock to “work for the extirpation from our society,” he was not just asking for immoral practices and policies to be extirpated; he envisioned “extirpation from our society of all those” people “who in any way foster or promote” the seven unholy “sacraments” of secularism.  (In like manner, the New Age, leftist, former UN official Robert Muller has publicly dreamed of a future in which “all those who hold contrary beliefs” to those favored in the “next phase of evolution” will “disappear.” [175])

Malachi Martin, the best-selling Catholic author (and ex-Jesuit priest), whose books exposed venality and heresy within the Catholic Church, expressed hope – for a Christian, traditionalist New World Order after the collapse of a leftist push for global dominion – in his 1990 book, The Keys of This Blood.  He claimed insight into the mind of Pope John Paul II, and said that there “would be another era, long or short, in mankind’s history, when a grand design of God’s would be inaugurated for the society of nations.  It would be a geopolitical unity of all the nations.” [176]  This would come after a clash between the West’s globalists and the other contenders for world power (notably, the remaining Marxists aligned with Gorbachev and/or Red China) had led to “utter shipwreck,” [177] due to the combatants’ “greed for power and indulgence in mutual fratricide.  Following that shipwreck, the Grand Design of God would  be executed.  He, John Paul, would be the Servant of that Grand Design.” [178]  Such was the vision of a former priest who was certain that the Catholic Church had gone completely off the rails during and after the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965), and who doubted the validity of the Sacraments performed with the post-Vatican II rites.

Catholic rightists hope for “Great King,” “Holy Pontiff” to rule the world
Some Protestants accept the novel theology of the Rapture: that all true believers in Christ will be whisked away to Heaven just before the Tribulation – a ghastly series of events that leads to the conversion or the death of all the unbelievers who had been “left behind.”  Some Catholic traditionalists have their own vision of the cleansing of the Earth, as well.  They believe that the present global upsurge of evil will lead to a Divine chastisement.  In his summary of Catholic prophecies from medieval saints and other visionaries, Yves Dupont warned: “The coming disaster will be of such magnitude that our whole civilization would be destroyed were it not for the presence of the Church.  It is the Church that will save civilization.” [179] 

After the chaos and disasters, there will be a time of peace and universal conversion to the Catholic Church.  In this era, there would arise a Great King to restore order and justice worldwide.  He would work in tandem with a Holy Pope, who will purify the Church, “rule with a rod of iron” [180] and “restore the former disciplines” [181] of the Roman Church. In a 1470 prophecy attributed to St. Francis de Paul, it is said that the King will establish a new religious order, the “holy Cross-bearers of Jesus Christ.  …  An infinite number of wicked men shall perish through the hands of the Cross-bearers, the true servants of Jesus Christ.  They shall act like good husbandmen when they extirpate noxious weeds and prickly thistles from the wheat field.  These holy servants of God shall purify the earth with the deaths of innumerable wicked men.” [182]  A prophecy from 1670 promises that a “great prince of the North with a most powerful army will traverse all Europe, uproot all republics, and exterminate all rebels,” using a “sword, moved by Divine power.” [183]
Dupont expects that “The Great King to-be [sic] and the Holy Pontiff will reveal themselves to the world and fight Communism, thus prefiguring Henoch and Elias.  Stones will fall from heaven; earthquakes and tidal waves will wreak havoc throughout the world; famines and epidemics will be widespread.  Thus will come … ‘the Good Friday of Christendom.’  The resurrection will be spectacular; the Great King will be the Emperor of Western Europe, and anointed by the Holy Pontiff.  Many Jews and all non-Catholic Christians will turn to the True Faith.  The Mohammedans will embrace Christianity, as also the Chinese.  In short, virtually the whole world will be Catholic.” [184]  

The founder of the Catholic movement “Tradition, Family, and Property” says of this same future era: “If the Revolution is disorder, the Counter-Revolution is the restoration of order.  And by order we mean the peace of Christ in the Reign of Christ, that is, Christian civilization, austere and hierarchical, fundamentally sacral, antiegalitarian, and antiliberal.” [185]  In this time “priests will be esteemed as nobles.” [186]  Furthermore, when “the Great Monarch has achieved total victory there shall be on earth only One Emperor and twelve monarchs.  The Emperor shall be supreme in things temporal, the pope in things spiritual.” [187]  Over the “whole earth,” there shall be “one common law, one only faith, one baptism, one religion.  All nations shall recognize the Holy See of Rome, and shall pay homage to the Pope.” [188]
The expectation of the Great King and the Holy Pope is based on apocalyptic speculation by saints and by anonymous writers, [189] from the fourth century onward. [190]  It first emerged from the Tiburtine Sibyl, a work that may date back to 380-400 AD. [191]  However, the prospect of a future Great Monarch and a Holy Pope is not set forth in Scripture, or in any decrees of any Ecumenical Council, or in any other official teaching of the Catholic Church. [192]  Catholic writer Paul Thigpen warns, “Looking for the Great Monarch, then, who does not appear in Scripture, might lead to overlooking the Antichrist, who does.  It might even lead – a more disturbing thought – to mistaking the Antichrist for the Great Monarch.  After all, lesser antichrists of the past such as Hitler and Stalin have seduced followers with visions of grand and glorious earthly kingdoms.  Surely the Antichrist of the last days will do the same.” [193]  

The desire for a “Great King” aligned with a “Holy Pope” to establish order and justice is understandable in these lawless times, when faithless, greedy, deceitful, power-hungry bureaucrats  dominate politics and churches.  However, the yearning for a perfectly just government and a perfectly holy Church will only find satisfaction when Christ returns.  No one other than Him is fit to fill the roles that visionaries and activists have assigned to idealized future Kings and Pontiffs.

Right-wing utopianism is not confined to Catholics.  Zealous Protestants, Jewish neoconservatives, and followers of the Korean “messiah” Sun Myung Moon have divergent visions of the Kingdom they wish to bring to earth:

Neoconservative utopianism

        Democratic messianism: George W. Bush summarized the dream of his neoconservative and Evangelical followers in his 2005 inaugural address: “It is the policy of the United States to seek and support the growth of democratic movements and institutions in every nation and culture, with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world.” [194]  Neoconservative columnist Charles Krauthammer told CNN in February 2001, “America is no mere international citizen. It is the dominant power in the world, more dominant than any since Rome. Accordingly, America is in a position to reshape norms, alter expectations and create new realities. How? By unapologetic and implacable demonstrations of will.” [195]  Less than two weeks after 9/11, neoconservative author Michael Ledeen set forth a revolutionary credo for the once-conservative National Review: “we should have no misgivings about our ability to destroy tyrannies. It is what we do best. It comes naturally to us, for we are the one truly revolutionary country in the world, as we have been for more than 200 years. Creative destruction is our middle name. We do it automatically, and that is precisely why the tyrants hate us, and are driven to attack us.” [196]  David Frum (a former speechwriter for the President) and Richard Perle (former head of the Defense Policy Board Advisory Committee) issued a hawkish, book-length manifesto in 2004 titled An End to Evil. [197]  When people who call themselves “conservative” talk like French Jacobins from the 1790s, it’s clear that utopian delusions are not unique to the left.

Right-wing Protestant utopianism

        Old Testament-style theocracy restored:  Some Protestants hold that Jesus will not return until the earth has been subdued for Christ, and all His enemies beaten down.  A Reconstructionist textbook describes the political application of such postmillennial theology: “Postmillennialism places the Church in a role of transforming entire social structures before the Second Coming and endeavoring to bring about a ‘Golden Age’ of peace and prosperity with great advances in education, the arts, sciences and medicine.” [198]  To this end, Christian Reconstructionists propose a theocracy for America – and all nations – in which Biblical law is civil law.  R. J. Rushdoony said, “The Christian theonomic society will only come about as each man governs himself under God and governs his particular sphere. And only so will we take back government from the state and put it in the hands of Christians.  …  Now basically you can have two kinds of law: theonomy – God’s law, or autonomy – self-law. That’s what it boils down to and autonomy leads to anarchy, which is what we are getting increasingly.  …  if we are going to fight with an eye towards winning, we’ve got to have a postmillennial faith. Now you can go to heaven without it, but you’ll do better in this world and in the world to come, if you stand in terms of the fact that we are to bring everything into captivity to Christ.  …  We have today a country in Africa that is Christian Reconstructionist.” [199]  In a 1990s Reconstructionist textbook, Rushdoony said that the country was Zambia. [200]  

        Hurrying the world toward a new Jewish Temple and the Return of Christ: Other Protestants believe that it is essential that the Jews return to Palestine, establish a state with Jerusalem as its capital, and rebuild the Temple on Mt. Zion.  Only then – and after Antichrist proclaims himself to be “God” in that same Temple – will Jesus Christ return to start the thousand year reign of peace.  With this innovative theology, dispensationalist Protestants have committed themselves to supporting hard-line Israeli government policies, and to doing all that they can to hasten the fulfillment of Biblical prophecy.  David Lewis, chairman of the National Christian Leadership Conference for Israel, [201] said: “If we want to be observers of prophecy we can, or we can be participants.  We choose to be participants …  doing everything we can to ensure the survival of Israel and …  to support the building of the Temple.” [202]  Yehudah Etzion, an Israeli extremist, said: “We shouldn’t wait for God … but, as it were, hurry Him up.  We should take up the burden first … and afterward He will agree and help us.” [203]  Pat Robertson said that attempts to set up a Palestinian state on the land Israel conquered in the 1967 war are “Satan’s plan to prevent the return of Jesus Christ the Lord.  …  God says, ‘I’m going to judge those who carve up the West Bank and Gaza Strip.  …  It’s my land and keep your hands off it.’” [204]  Jerry Falwell said, “Theologically, any Christian has to support Israel, simply because Jesus said to.” [205]  And Hal Lindsey warned, “If the US ever turns its back on Israel, we will no longer exist as a nation.” [206]  Televangelist John Hagee has said, “There is literally a groundswell of support for Israel in the USA among evangelicals.  ...  This is a religious war that Islam cannot and must not win.  …  The end of the world as we know it is rapidly approaching.” [207]  President Bush, in turn, praised Hagee in the summer of 2006 for “spreading the hope of God’s love and the universal gift of freedom.” [208]
The coercive utopian vision of Sun Myung Moon, a false “messiah”

        Ushering in a new “Kingdom” under the new “messiah,” Sun Myung Moon: The founder of the Unification Church, Sun Myung Moon, had declared on August 24, 1992 that “he and his wife are the Messiah and True Parents of all humanity.” [209]  In 1986, Moon proposed replacing democracy with “Godism”: “Democracy has been tried, but it too has been exhausted.” [210]  In 1973, Moon had said the same: “But when it comes to our age, we must have an automatic theocracy to rule the world. So, we cannot separate the political field from the religious.  …  We have to purge the corrupted politicians, and the sons of God must rule the world. The separation between religion and politics is what Satan likes most.” [211]  Moon continues to exalt absolute obedience as the alternative to democracy.  He said in 2004, “Democracy will no longer work. Do you think America is a country that is centered on God? America doesn’t understand God’s concept of kingship.  …  Absolute faith, absolute love and absolute obedience are now the most crucial virtues to bring about the kingdom.  …  Jesus is the ancestor of love, and the Lord of the Second Advent is the ancestor of absolute obedience.  …  Religion must guide the political parties, or they will fail.  …  We must save America.” [212]
Islamic-extremist utopianism

The hope for a new, godly world order is not confined to right-wing Christians and to pseudo-Christian cultists.  The President of Iran, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, ended his 2006 address to the UN General Assembly with this prayer for the appearance of a Muslim savior: “I emphatically declare that today’s world, more than ever before, longs for just and righteous people with love for all humanity; and above all longs for the perfect righteous human being and the real savior who has been promised to all peoples and who will establish justice, peace and brotherhood on the planet.  ‘O, Almighty God, all men and women are your creatures and you have ordained their guidance and salvation. Bestow upon humanity that thirsts for justice, the perfect human being promised to all by you, and make us among his followers and among those who strive for his return and his cause.’” [213]  Ahmadinejad believes that a step toward “justice, peace and brotherhood” would be “the elimination of the Zionist regime.” [214]  According to the Los Angeles Times, while Ahmadinejad was mayor of Tehran, “he spent millions on improvements to make the city more welcoming for the return of a Muslim messiah known as the Mahdi  …  To the majority of Shiites, the Mahdi was the last of the prophet Muhammad’s true heirs, his 12 righteous descendants chosen by God to lead the faithful.  Ahmadinejad hopes to welcome the Mahdi to Tehran within two years” [215] – that is, by 2008.

Jewish-extremist utopianism

Modern-day Jewish messianism has a radically opposed view of “justice,” the Middle East conflict, and the coming of the Messiah.  Members of Chabad, the Lubavitcher Hasidic followers of Rabbi Menachem M. Schneersohn (1902-1994), say that the Messiah “will bring redemption to this world. It will be a time of true bliss, unparalleled in our own existence.  …  Universal peace, tranquility, lawfulness, and goodness will prevail, and all will acknowledge the unity and lordship of God.  …  Traditional Judaism believes, without equivocation, in the coming of an inconceivably great hero, anointed for leadership – a descendant of the House of David, who will lead the world out of chaos. He will be of flesh and blood, a mortal sent expressly by God to fulfill the glory of His people. …  A supernatural gift to mankind, in the person of the Messiah, will be required to bring the world to this pinnacle of glory. God will directly intervene to prevent the world from rushing headlong into darkness, and will bring the redemption through a human personality. The personal Messiah, supernaturally introduced to mankind, will not, however, be a Divine personality. …  He will have no miraculous powers. He, himself, will not be able to atone for the sins of others. He will have no superhuman relationship to God. He will be an exalted personality, of incomparable ability, who will usher in the rehabilitation of the Jewish people and the subsequent regeneration of all mankind.” [216]
The Temple Mount Faithful (TMF), an Orthodox Jewish group dedicated to the building of a Third Jewish Temple, has a more explicitly anti-Muslim view of the end times.  The founder of TMF wrote to President Bush in May 2006: “Please remember always that only Jerusalem was chosen by G-d to be the Eternal Capital of Himself and His people Israel. And only from Jerusalem as their capital will go out the Word of G-d and His Redemption to the nations and to all the world.  …  You should know that the return of the G-d of Israel to His holy mountain in Jerusalem will not only complete the Redemptional godly event of Israel but will also start the Redemption of all the world and nations.  …  We are now living in the end-times and G-d expects His people Israel to rebuild His holy Temple on the Temple Mount and to remove the Islamic shrines that have desecrated the holy hill of G-d for such a long time. G-d desires to dwell again amongst His people Israel in His holy Temple and in the midst of all of His creation in Jerusalem.  …  President Bush, you were elected by G-d to be the President of the United States and to fulfill the same task of Cyrus at this critical time in the history of the Redemption of Israel which will open the door for the Redemption of all the world.” [217]
Mutually-exclusive visions of “traditionalist” religious utopians
One thing should be clear about these religious, “traditional” visions of a coming Golden Age: they can’t all come true.  It’s not just that Protestants disagree with Catholics, and that hard-line Muslims and Jews have diametrically opposed views of how to attain a better world.  The fact is that different groups of conservative Protestants and different groups of orthodox Jews disagree among themselves on how the new world is to come about.  The same is true among right-wing Catholics.  Conservative Catholics are divided among those who accept the post-Vatican II reforms of the Church, and those who do not.  Among the latter group, there is division between those who believe that the last lawful Pope was Pius XII, who died in 1958, and those who believe that more recent Popes are genuine (although too-liberal) Popes.  Within the “official” Catholic Church, itself, members of diverse conservative “new ecclesial movements,” such as Opus Dei and the Legionaries of Christ, say that their own movement alone is the sure road to salvation, and to leave it is to risk damnation. [218]
An extremist point of agreement: ending democracy, uniting Religion and State

For the most part, these right-wing visionaries (Christians and non-Christians alike) agree that democracy and separation of church and state have been tried and have been found wanting.  Iran’s leader Ayatollah Khamenei, who outranks and can overrule President Ahmadinejad, said in 1998, “The epoch of adhering to Western prescriptions has passed.  The enemies of Islam are seeking to separate religion from politics.  Using seductive Western concepts such as political parties, competitive pluralist political systems and bogus democracy, the Westernized are trying to present a utopic [sic] picture of Western societies and portray them as the only salvation for our Islamic society.” [219]  A writer for Latin Mass Magazine (whose audience is traditional Catholics who are loyal to the Pope, but seek to restore the pre-Vatican II doctrines and rites of that church) likewise sang a dirge over secular states in 2006: “Modern European states, like the ancient and medieval ones, need a moral foundation to survive, something only the Catholic Church has the historical, spiritual, and intellectual capacity to provide them.  A Christian state guarantees the order and public and private virtue needed to maintain a just, humane state and promote the common good of citizens.  Conversely, the secular state (including the democratic form) has turned out to be, both literally and figuratively, a dead end.” [220]
Aside from a common desire to abrogate the Bill of Rights and to place the American people under a “higher” and “more Godly” human authority, these traditionalist visionaries are at odds with each other.  Even if all the liberals and the adherents of the Sexual Revolution could be made to magically disappear, the diverse rightist “camps of the saints” (Rev. 20:9) will find reasons to war with each other.

The victor to emerge from that struggle will be oppressive and self-righteous.  The Anglican writer C. S. Lewis describes what such a “religious” regime would be like: “The loftier the pretensions of the power, the more meddlesome, inhuman, and oppressive it will be.  Theocracy is the worst of all possible governments.  All political power is at best a necessary evil; but it is least evil when its sanctions are most modest and commonplace, when it claims no more than to be useful or convenient and sets itself strictly limited objectives.” [221]  He added, “The higher the pretensions of our rulers are, the more meddlesome and impertinent their rule is likely to be and the more the thing in whose name they rule will be defiled.” [222]  By exercising tyranny in the name of God, a future rightist regime would perform an ultimate defilement.  In 1940, Lewis warned, “Mark my words: you will frequently see both a Leftist and a Rightist pseudo-theology developing – the abomination will stand where it ought not.” [223]
Christ against the coercive utopians,  left and right

In 1900, the Russian Orthodox theologian Vladimir Solovyov summarized the meaning of such visions of religious Utopia:  “the closing scene in the tragedy of history will not be a mere infidelity to or a denial of Christianity, nor simply the triumph of materialism or anything similar to it, but that it will be a religious imposture.  The name of Christ will be arrogated by forces in humanity that in their practice and in their very essence are alien, even inimical, to Christ and his Spirit.” [224]  Brooks Alexander, a founder of SCP, also has warned, “The mystery of iniquity evades any simplistic attempt to identify evil with chaos and disruption, or with vice and immorality.” [225]  The Final Deceiver will arrive on his own White Horse, a counterfeit of righteousness and justice.

Against the violent, idolatrous kingdoms promised by the utopians, there is the example and the teaching of Christ.  

Jesus firmly rebuked his disciples for considering use of force against those who rejected him: “And it came to pass, when the time was come that he should be received up, he steadfastly set his face to go to Jerusalem,  and sent messengers before his face: and they went, and entered into a village of the Samaritans, to make ready for him. And they did not receive him, because his face was as though he would go to Jerusalem. And when his disciples James and John saw this, they said, ‘Lord, wilt thou that we command fire to come down from heaven, and consume them, even as Elias did?’ But he turned, and rebuked them, and said, ‘Ye know not what manner of spirit ye are of.  For the Son of man is not come to destroy men’s lives, but to save them.’ And they went to another village.” (Luke 9:51-56, KJV)  

When St. Peter defended Jesus with a sword in Gethsemane, Jesus said, “Put your sword into its sheath.”  (John 18:11).  And as Jesus was crucified, He said, “Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do.” (Luke 23:34).  The rest of the New Testament is consistent with Christ’s teaching and example; the Apostles never proposed that Christians should kill to defend the faith or to impose order and purity.  Where death occurs (as with Ananias and Sapphira in Acts 5:1-11, and as with the divine judgments meted out in Revelation), it is always an act of God; Christians are never commanded to kill infidels or sinners.

What to do about this?

We live in a time when the powerful – lay and religious, governmental and corporate – have forgotten that mankind is made in the image of God, that liberty is a gift from God and not a privilege granted by rulers, and that it is wrong to “do evil so that good may result from it.” [226]  Our “kings” wish to wield, not destroy, the One Ring that Tolkien warned against.

How are we to respond?

I am not a political strategist, or an organizer, or a financier, or a leader in any church.  Therefore, I do not have a political, social, economic, or ecclesiastical program to offer that might forestall or reverse the present global trends toward war and tyranny.  Among the readers of this article, there may be those who have such ideas; let them come forward and do their best.  Everyone’s vocations, abilities, and circumstances are different; the appropriate response to these warnings will vary accordingly.

I do, however, have an answer to offer.  Let us all seek God’s aid to examine our consciences, and then renounce any wrongful acts, attitudes, or negligence that we discover thereby.  (This would include repenting of any participation in collective evil and deception.)  The prayer for our time, as for all earthly times, is “Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God, have mercy on me, a sinner.”  

Then, pray for God to have mercy upon our foes, whoever and wherever they may be.  Ask that He grant them (and us) the grace of amendment of life and conversion of heart, so that they (and we) may be saved and enter into the fullness of Truth.  Just as everyone has different gifts, everyone will have a different set of enemies.  Pray for them all, especially those most in need of God’s mercy.  These prayers can be brief and to the point: for example, “Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God, have mercy upon [name of enemy].”  In so doing, we will be asking God to bestow the greatest of blessings on them – and we, ourselves, will be obeying a clear command of Christ’s (Matt. 5:44-45).  Such prayers may have great, unforeseen effect – results that may not be known to us until the Last Day.

In addition to repentance and prayer, it is also essential to be spiritually alert and to discern the signs of the times.  As Jesus said, “Watch therefore, for you do not know on what day your Lord is coming.” (Matt. 24:42)  A holy priest in Michael O’Brien’s apocalyptic novel Father Elijah reminds us of the difficulties associated with this discernment: “The apocalypse is not a melodrama.  If it were, most people would wake up and see the danger they are in.  That is our real peril.  Our own times, no matter how troubled they may be, are our idea of what is real.  It is almost impossible to step outside of it in order to see it for what it is.  …  The living apocalypse radiates a sense of normality.  We are inside it.” [227]  To use a business cliché: we need to “think outside of the box.”  Repentance and prayer are the only way that we will see beyond the confines of the “box,” to perceive what is really occurring.

This might seem to be an impractical and pious response to a dire earthly predicament.  However, I believe that the root of our present crisis is spiritual; the start of the solution must be spiritual, as well.  

Be alert!  When reformers of the left or the right propose a political or spiritual New Order that will lead us all to a brighter tomorrow, question them closely.  If what is proposed involves breaking the laws that are written on our hearts in order to build an earthly New Jerusalem, show the would-be “saviors” swiftly to the door.  

Illustrative quotes:

“In 1960, when I came out of prison as an ex-convict, I had more freedom under parolee supervision than there’s available to an average citizen in America right now.  … God Almighty, what have we done to each other?” [228]
Merle Haggard, 2000

“Power tends to corrupt and absolute power corrupts absolutely.  Great men are almost always bad men, even when they exercise influence and not authority: still more when you superadd the tendency or the certainty of corruption by authority.” [229]
Lord Acton, 1887

“Whether the State can loose and bind

in Heaven as well as on Earth:

If it be wiser to kill mankind

Before or after the birth – 

These are matters of high concern

Where State-kept schoolmen are;

But Holy State (we have come to learn)

Endeth in Holy War.” [230]
Rudyard Kipling, “Macdonough’s Song”

“The new State will also directly augment authority and social pressure by new powers of punishment and compulsion.  …  the new State, if it is to bring into being and serve the better society, must create new offenses and punish them.” [231]
P. C. Gordon Walker (Labor Party), UK Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations, 1951

“What the country needs today is a little serious disrespect for the office of the presidency; a refusal to give any more weight to a President’s words than the intelligence of the utterance, if spoken by anyone else, would command.” [232]
Arthur Schlesinger, former adviser to JFK, commenting on the Watergate scandal in 1973

“This nation, as experience has proved, cannot always remain at peace, and has no right to expect that it will always have wise and humane rulers sincerely attached to the principles of the Constitution. Wicked men, ambitious of power, with hatred of liberty and contempt of law, may fill the place once occupied by Washington and Lincoln, and if this right is conceded, and the calamities of war again befall us, the dangers to human liberty are frightful to contemplate.” [233]
US Supreme Court, 1866 ruling ex parte Milligan, defending the right of habeas corpus
“But let me tell Thee that now, to-day, people are more persuaded than ever that they have perfect freedom, yet they have brought their freedom to us and laid it humbly at our feet. But that has been our doing.” [234]
The Grand Inquisitor, to Christ, in Dostoevsky’s Brothers Karamazov
“Congress shall, immediately upon our inauguration, initiate amendments to the Constitution providing (a) that the President shall have the authority to institute and execute all necessary measures for the conduct of the government during this critical epoch; (b) that Congress shall serve only in an advisory capacity, calling to the attention of the President and his aides and Cabinet any needed legislation, but not acting upon same until authorized by the President to so act, and (c) that the Supreme Court shall immediately have removed from its jurisdiction the power to negate, by ruling them to be unconstitutional or by any other judicial action, any or all acts of the President, his duly appointed aides, or Congress.” [235]
Platform of the “League of Forgotten Men,” which takes over the US in Sinclair Lewis’ 1935 novel, It Can’t Happen Here
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