
TheSecret Kingdomof LeoStrauss
by Tony Papert

Just a decade ago, a friend and I first read through Allan marvelled at his command of ancient Greek. For the rest, all
that she would remember was his close attention to the texts.Bloom’s The Closing of the American Mind, and were quite

attracted to him. Why? For one thing, his opposition to the Leo Strauss, born in 1899 to observant Jewish parents in
Kirchhain, Germany, in the province of Hesse near Marburg,counterculture seemed to come from the heart: For example,

he described how, as a college professor, he would take his had lived in the United States from 1938 until his death in
Annapolis, Maryland, in 1973. He had written at least 16own recordings with him up into his students’ dorm rooms,

to get them to turn off their rock music and listen to Mozart books. Most of them were long, and had such uninteresting-
sounding titles as The City and Man, or Natural Right andwith him. Bloom also passionately denounced the fact that

the universities were teaching nothing; so do I. On the other History. I decided I would read Strauss’s book Socrates and
Aristophanes, both because I was interested in the subject,hand, I also saw that I had disagreements with Bloom, but I

was going to give him the benefit of the doubt: Maybe they and also because I now recalled that Bloom had given me an
impression, in one of those dark asides of his, that Aristopha-would just turn out to be misunderstandings.

My friend and I intended to approach Bloom to join us in nes’ lampoon of Socrates in his play, The Clouds, had been
at least partly truthful, while I knew it to be a lie.Lyndon LaRouche’s campaign. But first, I wanted to find

out more. Wading into the beginning of Strauss’s prefatory material
to his Socrates and Aristophanes, it all seemed simple, artless,As anyone who read it will remember, Closing of the

American Mind always left a peculiar mental aftertaste, no and totally dull. Aristophanes wrote a play about Socrates.
This play, The Clouds, is important—essential, in fact—tomatter where you happened to close the book. In the midst

of other matters, Bloom would slip in emphatic, unexpected understand the issues surrounding Socrates. And—here it is!
Strauss lands us smack into his own translation of the play.statements, apparently off the subject, never followed up, but

which would stay with you for days afterwards, just for that A very pedestrian translation, with the additional burden of
lengthy stage directions inserted by Strauss, and even direc-reason.

I still remember two of them. Bloom wrote that at Socra- tions for what happens offstage, which somehow overwhelm
the dialogue.tes’ trial, there were men present who wanted him to be acquit-

ted; they were the “gentlemen.” What did he mean by that Well and good. At length, having made it through The
Clouds, I was back to Leo Strauss again. As important asword “gentlemen”? I had never heard anyone use it in this

context before, but Bloom just let it drop after that one sen- this play is, he writes, it cannot be understood apart from
its context. Ten other plays of Aristophanes have survived.tence, and never picked up the thread again. In another nearby

location, he wrote that Socrates was accused of not believing And—here they are! In dry-as-dust translations by Strauss,
complete with his lengthy stage directions. I put the bookin the gods of the city, and inventing other gods. Notice, wrote

Bloom, that he never denied the charge. But I remembered, away, and with it my project to read long books of Leo Strauss.
There must be another approach.as I thought, that Socrates had denied the charge; and,

prompted by my puzzlement at Bloom’s remark, I found the Now, I had a friend with a classics background, with
whom I was frequently in touch, who was then leading awords in Plato’s Apology of Socrates, where Socrates did

deny it. long-running seminar on Plato’s Republic among some of the
volunteers for Lyndon LaRouche, who was himself in prisonAnd yet this Bloom was supposed to be a Greek scholar

and a translator of Plato. Just what was he trying to get at? at the time, having been framed up in a rerun of Socrates’ trial
at Athens. I learned somehow that my friend, the seminarWhat did he mean?
leader, had studied under the Straussian Stanley Rosen.

I had always thought that this Plato seminar was a bit ofStrauss vs. Socrates
When I learned that Allan Bloom had been a follower of a mixed bag. Some parts, which I think stemmed from my

friend’s own study of the history of Athens, were quite useful.the late Professor Leo Strauss of the University of Chicago, I
decided I had to find out what Strauss had said. My only Others were unexplained and eerie: such as, for example, his

insistence that Socrates “seduced” his hearers. But more toknowledge of Strauss at that time, was through another friend,
whose mother had taken his course at the New School in New the point was an indefinable, ominous sort of quirkiness which

overhung every discussion.York, where Strauss had taught from 1938 to 1948. She had
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John’s; soon he was giving me thumbnail sketches of each of
the courses there. When he got to a class on a Plato dialogue,
he said that the teacher had stayed up all night, counting each
word in the dialogue, so that she could show her class the
central word: word number 25,000 out of 50,000 words, for
example. The notion is that the central word in this sense,
points to the central idea of the work.

“It sounds just like Strauss!”, I burst out. Yes, he said,
Strauss is influential in the Greek classics program at Saint
John’s.

The influence is probably broader. Already in the 1950s,
Saint John’s in Annapolis was headed for years by Strauss’s
lifelong friend Jacob Klein. Strauss retired from Chicago in
1967, and spent a year at Claremont Men’s College in Califor-
nia. Then, from 1969 until his death in 1973, Strauss was
scholar-in-residence at Saint John’s at Annapolis.

Now, was it an accident that Strauss’s books, especiallyThe willful intellectual strategy of emphasizing Plato, but turning
him into a “secret fascist,” characterized Harvard Prof. Allan his later books, were unreadable? No; I came to see that it was
Bloom, intellectual mentor of the Pentagon’s chicken-hawk leader deliberate. The purpose was to ensure that the huge majority
Paul Wolfowitz. Bloom himself was a leading disciple of the late of readers will “tune out,” after finding nothing but some
German-born University of Chicago professor Leo Strauss, whose

familiar-sounding exhortations, such as advice to be moral,followers now dominate Bush Administration strategic and legal
“thinking.” patriotic, and god-fearing. This is largely how Bloom’s Clos-

ing of the American Mind was read during its ten weeks on
the best-seller list: as a pile of salutary exhortations. The mass
of people will find nothing but pabulum. But, the few “intelli-Eventually it became clear to me, that Strauss, through

Stanley Rosen, had made the same sort of imprint on my gent young men”—and it’s always “men” or “boys”; never
“women” or “people,” but “men” or “boys”—the few intelli-friend, that Strauss’s teacher Martin Heidegger had made

upon Strauss himself. In the insightful account of Shadia gent young men will be intrigued by these obiter dicta, or
these fragmentary remarks, which are almost always off theDrury, “Nothing made a greater impact on Strauss than Hei-

degger’s manner of studying a text. He was totally struck by subject—and they’ll say, “Now, what is that really all about?
I’ve got to get into it; I’ve got to understand.” And, then,Heidegger’s analysis of Aristotle’s Metaphysics; he thought

that Heidegger’s approach laid bare the intellectual sinews of they’re taken aside, and taught in private, individually.
The case is the same as that of the police infiltrator, who,a text; and it was unlike anything else he had ever seen or

heard. Strauss’s reaction is not unusual. Heidegger’s style of whenever anything important comes up in a meeting, says, “I
have to talk to you about it after the meeting.” He will neverteaching was reputed to have a totally mesmerizing effect. He

has been accused of a certain “mystical bullying.” The goal discuss anything of significance in a meeting, but only one-
on-one, because he is habitually telling different things towas not so much understanding as initiation in a mystical cult.

This is precisely why Karl Jaspers’s letter to the Denazifica- different people.
tion Commission advised against Heidegger’s return to teach-
ing after the war. The gist of Jaspers’s letter was that Heideg- ‘Without Fear and Without Hope’

By far the best book on Strauss is Shadia Drury’s 1988ger’s style was profoundly unfree, and that the students were
not strong enough to withstand his sorcery. The youth are not The Political Ideas of Leo Strauss. It may be that part of its

excellence is related to her awareness that there is a sense insafe with Heidegger until they can think for themselves, and
Heidegger is no help where that is concerned. On a much which no woman could be a Straussian. In fact, Strauss said

that no woman could be a philosopher. But, for many of thesmaller scale, the same can be said for Strauss.” [Drury, 1997,
p. 77] bright young boys, or men, their purpose for studying with

Strauss was to become “philosophers.”
Illustrative of Strauss’s method is Shadia Drury’s reportKabbalism in Annapolis

We also have imprints in the LaRouche movement of of a debate between two long-time leading Straussians—
Thomas Pangle and Harry Jaffa—which ran in the ClaremontSaint John’s College, in Annapolis, Maryland, and Santa Fe,

New Mexico, with its “Great Books” program, another off- Review from Fall 1984, through Summer 1985, and continued
in National Review on Nov. 20 and 29, 1985. Pangle hadshoot of the University of Chicago.

I had the chance recently to speak with a relative of one implied that for Socrates (i.e., for Strauss), moral virtue had
no application to the really intelligent man, the philosopher.of our members, who is in effect an evangelist for Saint
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Moral virtue only existed in popular opinion, where it served struck me earlier, when Bloom had used it in speaking of
Socrates’ trial. Rather than the “esoteric,” or secret teachings,the purpose of controlling the unintelligent majority. Else-

where in the debate, Pangle implied that for Strauss, philoso- the future “gentlemen” are indoctrinated in the “exoteric,”
or public teachings. They are taught to believe in religion,phy had disproved religious faith. As the fight continued,

Pangle said that Strauss had characterized America’s distinc- morality, patriotism, and public service, and some go into
government. Think of former Education Secretary Williamtiveness as “modern,” which for the Straussians is one of their

worst terms of abuse. Bennett and his Book of Virtues. Of course, along with these
traditional virtues, they also believe in the “philosophers”Harry Jaffa found “Pangle’s interpretation completely

foreign to his own understanding of his teacher and friend of who have taught them all these good things.
Those “gentlemen” who become statesmen, will continue30 years,” in Shadia Drury’s summary. “Jaffa observes that

such a vision of Strauss is Nietzschean, and he denounces to take the advice of the philosophers. This rule of the philoso-
phers through their front-men in government, is what StraussPangle for having perverted the legacy of Leo Strauss.”

[Drury 1988, page 182] calls the “secret kingdom” of the philosophers, a “secret king-
dom” which is the life’s objective of many of Strauss’s eso-How is this contradiction possible? As Drury says,

“Strauss taught students such as Jaffa and Pangle different teric students.
things.” [Drury 1988, page 188] The esoteric, or supposedly
secret teaching which was inculcated into Pangle, Bloom, Hiding From the Truth

Now the peculiarities I had found in Allan Bloom’s book,Werner Dannhauser, and many others, including, reportedly,
Bloom’s protégé Paul Wolfowitz, was indeed pure Nietzsche. as well as in the Plato seminar I mentioned, resulted not only

from the Nietzscheanism of Strauss and Bloom, but equallyIn fact, the version which Pangle represented in that 1984-85
debate, as outrageous as it may have seemed to Jaffa, was from Strauss’s insistence that the truth must be hidden, which

Nietzsche did not share in that form.greatly watered down. From Nietzsche to Leo Strauss, only
the names have been changed, as they say. To begin with, It is because the truth would destroy society and the phi-

losophers alike if it became known, that Strauss said that Platowhat Nietzsche called the “superman,” or the “next man,”
Strauss calls the “philosopher.” and the ancient philosophers, like Strauss himself, wrote in a

The philosopher/superman is that rare man who can face
the truth: that there is no God; that the universe cares nothing
for men or mankind; and that all of human history is nothing
more than an insignificant speck in the cosmos, which no LeoStraussChronology
sooner began, than it will vanish forever without a trace. There
is no morality, no good and evil, and of course any notion of

1899:Leo Strauss was born to observant Jewish par-an afterlife is an old wives’ tale.
In a eulogy for a colleague, Strauss said, “I think he died ents in the German town of Kirchhain, near Marburg, in

the province of Hesse.as a philosopher. Without fear, but also without hope.”
But the great majority of men and women, on the other C. 1916: At the age of 17, Strauss was converted to

“straightforward, political” Zionism.hand, is so far from ever being able to face the truth, that it it
virtually belongs to another species. Nietzsche called it the 1917: Strauss began his university education, but it

was interrupted by his conscription for military service as“herd,” and also the “slaves.” They require the bogeymen of
a threatening God and of punishment in the afterlife, and the a translator in occupied Belgium.

1919: Strauss resumed his university education at thefiction of moral right and wrong. Without these illusions, they
would go mad and run riot, and the social order, any social University of Marburg.

1920: Strauss first met his three lifelong friends Jacoborder, would collapse. And since human nature never
changes, according to Strauss, this will always be so. Klein, Hans-Georg Gadamer, and the emigré Russian, Al-

exander Vladimirovitch Kojevnikov (1902-68), laterIt is the supermen/philosophers who provide the herd with
the religious, moral, and other beliefs they require, but which known as “Kojeve,” who had just left Russia to study under

Karl Jaspers in Heidelberg.the supermen themselves know to be lies. Nietzsche said that
his supermen were “atheistic priests,” and Strauss pretends 1921: Strauss received his PhD. His dissertation,

which praised the irrationalism of F.H. Jacobi, was super-that their lies are “noble lies.” But they do not do this out of
benevolence, of course; charity and benevolence are mocked vised by Ernst Cassirer, the successor of Hermann Cohen

as leader of the Marburg neo-Kantian school. By then,by Nietzsche and Strauss as unworthy of gods and godlike
men. Rather, the “philosophers” use these falsehoods to shape Strauss has also studied at the Universities of Frankfurt

am Main, Berlin, and Hamburg. Later, Strauss said thatsociety in the interest of these “philosophers” themselves.
Now, the philosophers require various sorts of people to Nietzsche so dominated and bewitched him between his

serve them, including the “gentlemen,” that word which had
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kind of code, whose true meaning only disclosed itself to the When he recognized that he was dying, he charged his close
friend, the Chicago University novelist Saul Bellow, to writewise. If the vulgar happened on their books, they would find

only the familiar salutary myths about the rewards of virtue, what has been called a “literary monument” to Allan Bloom,
the roman à clef titled Ravelstein. It is a true-to-life biography.the punishment of vice, and the like.

Strauss gives an example from Al-Farabi, another of his Bellow may justify his having suppressed some facts about
himself, by the need to keep his friend Bloom in the fore-esoteric writers, of how one may tell the truth in words, only

to deceive. In Drury’s paraphrase, “The pious ascetic was ground. Otherwise, only names and minor details have been
changed. Bloom is “Ravelstein,” Strauss is “Davarr” (Hebrewwell known in the city for his abstinence, abasement, and

mortification, and for his probity, propriety, and devotion. for “word”), and Bellow himself is “Chick” or “Chickie.”
But for some reason he aroused the hostility of the ruler of his
city. The latter ordered his arrest, and to make sure he did not The Straussian Network

From a professor with a taste for luxury, but without theflee, he placed the guards of the city gates on alert. In spite of
this, the ascetic managed to escape from the city. Dressed as means to afford it, The Closing of the American Mind made

Allan Bloom an overnight multi-millionaire. Japanese royalt-a drunk and singing a tune to cymbals, he approached the city
gates. When the guard asked him who he was, he replied that ies alone were in the millions. Bellow’s book begins with a

fabulously expensive, all-night dinner party thrown by Bloomhe was the pious ascetic that everyone was looking for. The
guard did not believe him, and let him go.” (Drury, 1988, for perhaps two dozen people, including Bellow, in the Cril-

lon, which Bloom had chosen as the best hotel in Paris. Bloompages x-xi.)
No surprise, then, that the Allan Bloom whom I and others and Bellow wake up at two o’clock the next day, and go

window-shopping through expensive Paris shops. Eventu-had thought we had seen through the pages of his Closing of
the American Mind, was not the real Allan Bloom at all. You ally, they pick up a $5,000 yellow jacket, tailor-made for

Bloom. Then, in a cafe, the jittery Allan Bloom accidentallycan obtain a truer idea of his real beliefs, through the extracts
from his “Interpretive Essay” on Plato’s Republic (see box). pours an espresso down the front of his new jacket. Bellow

squirms, and tries to assure his friend that the porter at theIndeed, the real Allan Bloom was also, among other things, a
promiscuous homosexual whose life was cut short by AIDS. Crillon will know how to repair his jacket, but Bloom just

22nd and 30th years, that he literally believed everything 1937: Appointed Research Fellow in the Department
that he understood of him. of History at Columbia University, New York, Strauss left

1922: Strauss studied under Martin Heidegger, who his family behind in Britain.
impressed him deeply. 1938-48: Brought onto the graduate faculty of the New

1920s: Strauss researched and wrote principally on School in New York, on the basis of a strong recommenda-
Jewish topics. He also met several times with Vladimir tion, and a subsidy, from Harold Laski. Strauss’ family
Jabotinsky, the fascist leader of “revisionist” Zionism, joined him in New York in 1939.
whom David Ben-Gurion later called “Vladimir Hitler.” 1948-73: Hans Morgenthau, acting chairman of the

1925-31: Researcher and writer for the Academy for Political Science Department at the University of Chicago,
the Science of Judaism in Berlin. Between 1925 and 1930, brought Strauss over to President Robert Hutchins’ office.
Strauss wrote his first two books, which were on Spinoza. Half an hour later, Hutchins had appointed Strauss a full

1931: Applied for a Rockefeller Fellowship. Strauss’ professor, with a salary greater than anyone else in the de-
research on Thomas Hobbes brought him in contact with partment.
the future “Nazi Crown Jurist,” Carl Schmitt. Schmitt was 1953: Strauss was visiting professor at Berkeley. Of-
shown Strauss’ unfinished book on Hobbes. Strauss wrote fered a tenured position there, he declined.
a review of Schmitt’s little book, The Concept of the Politi- 1954-55: Visiting professor at the Hebrew University
cal, which so pleased Schmitt that he got it published in in Jerusalem. Visited Germany.
the same journal which published the book. Schmitt’s rec- 1956: Strauss suffered a heart attack.
ommendation obtained for Strauss a Rockefeller Fellow- 1967: Strauss retired from Chicago at the end of the
ship to study in France and England. academic year.

1933: In Paris, Strauss married a recently divorced 1968-69: Professor of political science at Claremont
German Jewish woman, Marie (Mirjam) Bernsohn, whom Men’s College in California.
he had met in 1930, and acquired a stepson. 1968-73: Until his death, Strauss was Scott Buchanan

1934: Strauss and his family moved to London. He Distinguished Scholar in Residence, St. John’s College,
studied Hobbes in the British Museum. Annapolis, Maryland.
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Documentation

Straussian Allan Bloom
‘Interprets’ Plato

Leo Strauss’ own mentor was
the man known as the

These excerpts are taken from The Republic of Plato, an “in-“Crown Jurist of the Nazis,”
terpretive essay” by Leo Strauss’ student and Paul Wolfowitz’Carl Schmitt, who drafted the

emergency laws by which teacher Allan Bloom, published in 1968 and 1991.
Hitler justified his seizure of
dictatorial power. “If the distinction between friends and enemies, and the incli-

nation to help the former and harm the latter, were eliminated
from the heart and mind of man, political life would be impos-
sible. This is the necessary political definition of justice, andlaughs uncontrollably.

Instead of a telephone, Bloom’s Chicago apartment fea- Socrates does not simply reject it as he appears to do.” (p. 318)
“Socrates does not suggest that the just man would wanttured what was in effect a custom-made, private telephone

switchboard. He spent much of his time sitting at the center to benefit all men, only that he would want to benefit his
friends and remain indifferent to the others.” (p. 324of the spiderweb getting telephone calls. With this device he

could have a number of people on hold, while presumably “Socrates’ view is perfectly consistent with stealing from
or killing an enemy, just so long as he is not made moreconferencing others in ad hoc or preplanned discussions. And

Bloom, who died in 1992, was one of the first to carry the unjust.” (p. 325)
“And no reader can be satisfied that Thrasymachus’ defi-equivalent of a cell-phone, so that he could get his important

calls anywhere. nition [that justice is the will of the stronger] has been refuted,
or that this discussion has proved that there is sufficient reasonOne incident describes a call from Wolfowitz in Washing-

ton to Bloom’s device during the Gulf War in 1991. Wolfow- to devote oneself to the common good.” (p. 334)
“. . . the character of men’s desires would make it impos-itz told Bloom that the White House will announce the next

day, that they’re not going on to Baghdad. Bloom denounced sible for a rational teaching to be the public teaching.” (p. 367)
“The Socratic teaching that a good society requires a fun-them as cowards.

And what he did was discuss politics, manage the careers damental falsehood is the direct opposite of that of the En-
lightenment, which argued that civil society could dispenseof his brood of acolytes, talk about their love lives, and about

the other guy’s love life, and match people up. Indeed, he with lies and count on selfish calculation to make men loyal
to it.” (p. 368)helped break up Saul Bellow’s marriage, while finding him a

beautiful young literary assistant, a student of Bloom’s, who “. . . from the point of view of the healthy city, perhaps
men like Socrates should be repressed.” (p. 377)then fell in love with Bellow and married him.

Remember that Strauss graduated 100 PhD’s. Bloom “The soul in which reason is most developed will . . .
abound with thoughts usually connected with selfishness,graduated many. They in turn graduated others, and so forth.

By now, the fourth generation has graduated. And there was lust, and vice.” (p. 377)
“. . . if the parallel of city and man is to hold true, then aa role for each one, whether they were esoteric or exoteric,

“philosophers” or “gentlemen,” or dissidents or whatnot. Re- man, like the city, should be interested only in himself and
merely use others for his own advantage.” (p. 378)member, for instance, that a coveted academic job requires

10-20 unreservedly positive recommendations, from others “Socrates can contemplate going naked where others go
clothed; he is not afraid of ridicule. He can also contemplatewho already have such jobs. Now, this is one thing the Straus-

sians will always do for each other, regardless of what might sexual intercourse where others are stricken with terror; he is
not afraid of moral indignation. . . . Shame is the wall built byseem some very serious disagreements. And this academic

“buddy system” stretches into the government, through the convention which stands between the mind and the light.”
(pp. 387-388)increasing proliferation of think-tanks which bridge between

the two. This was the bridge crossed by Wolfowitz and many “The philosopher’s public speech must be guided by pru-
dence rather than love of the truth; . . . It is obvious that a manother Straussians.

Now, a year and a half after Sept. 11, the “secret kingdom” can love the truth without telling it.” (pp. 392-395)
“The silent lesson would seem to be that it is indeed possi-seems at last at hand, or perhaps it is already here. Something

similar probably appeared to Nietzsche through the syphilitic ble to possess intellectual virtue without what later came to
be called moral virtue.” (p. 396)ravings of his final days.
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“However, he [Socrates) is silent about the charge of athe- show the superiority of the private life.” (p. 415)
“The tyrant and the philosopher are united in their senseism.” (p. 400)

“This was not just any city, but one constructed to meet of their radical incompleteness and their longing for whole-
ness, in their passion and in their singlemindedness. They areall the demands of justice. Its impossibility demonstrates the

impossibility of the actualization of a just regime. . . . The the truly dedicated men.” (p. 424)
“Socrates, by curing Glaucon of his lust for tyrannic plea-thinkers of the Enlightenment, culminating in Marx, pre-

served Socrates’ ultimate goals but forgot his insistence that sures, can indulge his own lust for beautiful souls while at the
same time acting the part of the good citizen who defends hisnature made them impossible for men at large.” (pp. 409-411)

“The Republic finally teaches that justice as total dedica- city’s regime.” (p. 424)
“. . . the moral problem consists in a simple alternative:tion to the city cannot be simply good for the philosopher,

and that hence it is somewhat questionable for other men as either philosophy or tyranny is the best way of life. . . . If
philosophy did not exist, tyranny would be the desideratumwell. . . . But there is one kind of doing good to one’s friends

which is also beneficial to the philosopher. There are some which only a lack of vigor would cause one to reject.” (p. 425)
“So Socrates undertakes to convince Glaucon that the soulyoung men in whom his soul delights, for they have souls

akin to his own and are potential philosophers; . . . He must is immortal. This discussion can hardly rank as a proof, and
there is no attempt at all to show that the individual soul isalways carry on a contest with the city for the affections of its

sons.” (pp. 411-412) immortal, which is the only thing a man anxious about his
fate after life would care about.” (p. 435)“Socrates’ political science, paradoxically, is meant to

Why theDemocratic Party
Failed ToFunction in ThisCrisis
by Anton Chaitkin

In the weeks leading up to the invasion of Iraq, the world’s no debate, no discussion, no attempt to lay out for the nation
the pros and cons of this particular war. There is nothing. Wegovernments and millions in the streets spoke out against

the impending disaster. Demonstrators protested within the stand passively mute in the United States Senate, paralyzed.”
Once the war began, the Democrats, like whipped dogs,United States as well. But except for the LaRouche wing and

scattered individual politicians, the Democratic Party—the joined in approving a resolution lauding Bush’s leadership,
unanimously in the Senate, with tiny resistance in the House.putative opposition—was frozen, intimidated. Its new con-

trollers had locked the former party of Franklin Roosevelt and How has this happened—since typical Democratic voters
overwhelmingly oppose the imperial madness of the BushJohn Kennedy into complicity.

Shamefully, key Democratic leaders had stood publicly Administration, preferring the humaneness Americans asso-
ciate with Franklin Delano Roosevelt and John F. Kennedy?at the White House on Oct. 2, 2002, announcing they would

give a “bipartisan” blank check, authorizing an insane war on The answer is similar to that of the religious question: How
have Christians and Jews come to be represented, as far as theIraq. Flanking President Bush were Senators Joseph Lieber-

man (Conn.) and Evan Bayh (Ind.), and Rep. Dick Gephardt public sees, by right-wingers and Armageddonists?
The Democratic Party has been hijacked by the same fas-(Mo.) (Bayh was then chairman of the Democratic Leadership

Council and Lieberman and Gephardt were past chairmen), cist faction driving the Bush Administration mad. The identi-
cal Straussian neo-conservative clique embodied in the Penta-Republican Sen. John McCain (Ariz.), and the two Republi-

can official leaders of the Senate and House. (The Democratic gon and Cheney’s office, now dominates the Democratic
Party top-down. They operate largely through the tiny Demo-leader in the Senate, Tom Daschle, did not initially support

the agreement.) cratic Leadership Council (DLC) of Joe Lieberman and Al
Gore, and they control the party apparatus through gangstersAs the nightmare approached, Sen. Robert Byrd (D-

W.V.) addressed a nearly deserted Senate chamber on Feb. and gangsterism.
Although some call it the rightist or corporate “wing,” the12, warning that “every American on some level must be

contemplating the horrors of war. Yet, this Chamber is, for DLC has never been an actual faction of the Democrats. It
deliberately has no rank-and-file members. Since 1985 it hasthe most part, silent—ominously, dreadfully silent. There is
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