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A Dialogue About Leo Strauss, and the
Effect of His Nihilist Philosophy Today

Thefollowing isa dlightly edited transcript of The LaRouche And likewise with LaRouche’s economics—Ilooking at
Showon April 12. Whilemoreup-to-dateinformationisavail- economics without any of the free-trade axioms and some of
ableon LaRouche’ swebsites, theeditorsthought thedevelop-  the things that we have come to believe inin order to go along
ment and discussion herewould be of useto our readers, just  with this stuff, in terms of human nature and other things.
as the furor around the late Leo Strauss is reaching fever Lyndon LaRouche has thrown that out the window and said,
pitch. “Well, we're looking at how human beings’ ideas interact
with the universe, and so, let’s start from that standpoint.”
Michele Steinber g: We have with ustoday, leaders of the But what we found, going onto the campuses, was that

LaRouche International Youth Movement—Adam Sturman  some of the people carrying these Plato books—actually,

from Philadelphia and Danny Bayer from California—and quite a few of them—had a completely different notion of
Tony Papert, one of the editorial board member&I&t The  what Plato and Socrates were talking about. And some of
three of them are going to talk to you, organizers of thethese people were the biggest foot-stampers, and barkers, for

LaRouche movement, and other listeners—who | hope be-  free trade, and some of the other things that seem to go com

come organizers for the LaRouche movement—about theletely against Plato. And so we came to the conclusion very

Nietzschean fascists’ ideology; and a cult thatis running the  quickly, that a lot of Platonists on these campuses, or a lot

think-tanks, certain areas of the government, and certainlgf the professors espousing to be Platonists, were actually

the Defense Department. These nihilists, these believers in  Aristoteleans teaching Platonism. And so, with this Leo

power, or force, politics—the idea that force is the only deter-Strauss business that we're talking about today, | think we are

minant of what is right—are running a genocidal war in Iraq. going to get somewhat of a sense of how our global strategic

To get rid of these nihilists takes more than stopping asituation is being shaped by this; but also, how these academic

war in Irag. And that's what we are going to discuss today. circles, and how these academicians, have actually affected

I'd like to now ask Danny Bayer to start the briefing on what very deeply the whole environment which people are being
we are up against and what we’re doing about it. educated under.

Danny Bayer: All right. Well, I've been part of this youth I would just like to say a couple of things about the Socra-
movement for quite a while, since it really started to take off  tes in Pl&eg®iblic versus the Socrates that Leo Strauss
about three years ago. When we first went onto the campuséakes a look at in highe City and Man. For those who aren’t
to discuss some of LaRouche’s ideas about economics with  familiar witRedablic, it's a book on, essentially, the
young people, we found that a lot of people were carryingquestion of justice. Plato’s brothers getinto a discussion with

books of Plato around, and we assumed thattheywouldimme-  Socrates about what justice is. And it all starts out—becaust

diately become allies, because the exact same method whi€laucon, one of Plato’s brothers, and Socrates, are down by

Socrates and Plato were using, was exactly what Lyndon the Piraeus, and this character, Polemarchus, accosts the

LaRouche was talking about in terms of economics. and gets them to go to see his old father, and to stay at their
Most of our listeners probably know who Socratesis, but ~ mansion.
he’s an old guy who went around and questioned people about And so Socrates asks the father what it’s like to be old.

what they were thinking; about what was the nature of their ~ And after some discussion, what Cephalus basically goes

ideas—what was the underlying axiom that actually generthrough is how it’s actually kind of nice, how he’s freed from

ated everything that they thought was possible? If they  sexual passions and other things like that. And the question

thought that it was impossible to sail around the Earth, itcomes up, well, maybe it's just because you're rich that it's

was probably because there was an underlying axiomthatthe  easy to be old. And he says, Well, maybe so, but one thing

geometric shape of the Earth was flat. And he would ask therdo know, is that if | wasn't just, there’s no way that | would be

guestions to get them to question what those axioms were, so happy being old, because it does take justice. So the questi

that they could come up with a breakthrough, and get to &ocrates jumps at—that opportunity to really get at: Well,
higher axiom, so that they could have a different way oflook-  what is justice?

ing at things. And he would look at the nature of how people  Soimmediately inthe so-called first book of fRepublic,
went from one axiom to the next. they’re starting to discuss what justice is. And he starts out
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with the idea that maybe it’'s just giving people
what they’re owed. If you owe someone some-
thing, that's justice; therefore, having money
would definitely help you with that. Socrates
asks, Well, if | owe my friend aweapon and now
he has lost his mind, should | give him the axe
back?Isthat justice? And so [ Cephalus] turnsthe
argument over to hisheir, hisson [Polemarchus].
And they get into a discussion about Pole-
marchus interpretation of what Simonides
thought justice was.

And what they cometo, through along ques-
tion and answer period, is. Is there any way that
something that’s good could produce anything
that's not good? Could justice itself produce in
something else, something that’s not just? Just
as, he says, there's no way that if we harmed
something, it would be less good in its nature;
that if we harmed a horse, it would be less good
in horse qudlity; if we harmed adog, it would be
less good in dog quality. So, if we were to harm
humans, it would belessgood in terms of justice.
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The LaRouche Youth Movement, in campus and political events nationwide
(here, in Sacramento), have encountered and confronted the numerous

“ Sraussians” in university faculties and think-tanks, especially over the
meaning of Plato’ s dialogues for human society today. Commentator Danny
Bayer isa leader of the LaRouche Youth in California.

And so it couldn’t be the case that something
good—that justice—could actually bring about
injusticein something else.

Strauss'sinterpretation of Thrasymachus

Sowhenthey finally realizethat, it’ sat that point that this
character Thrasymachusjumpsin, whichiswho | really want
to introduce. Because this Thrasymachus character is who
Leo Strauss has an interpretation of, different than what any
sane human being would gather from reading this. But thisis
just a little bit of what Socrates says about Thrasymachus
jumping into the argument, after they’ve just decided that
justice could do no harm to anyone.

“Now Thrasymachus, even while we were conversing,
had been trying severa timesto break in and lay hold of the
discussion but he wasrestrained by thosewho sat by himwho
wished to hear theargument out. But when wecameto apause
after | had said this, he couldn’t any longer hold his peace.
But gathering himself up like awild beast he hurled himself
upon us as if he would tear us to pieces. And Polemarchus
and | were frightened and fluttered apart.

“Hebawled out in our midst, What balderdash is thisthat
you havebeentalking, and why doyou Simple Simonstruckle
and giveway to oneanother?But if youreally wish, Socrates,
to know what thejust is, don’t merely ask questions or plume
yourself upon controverting any answer that anyone gives—
since your acumen has perceived that it is easier to ask ques-
tions than answer them—>but do you yourself answer and tell
what you say thejust is?’

And so, he immediately disrupts this discussion, and he
demands that Socrates tell him what the answer is. But he
rules out—he sayswhat Socratesis not allowed to say: “And
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don’'t you betelling methat it isthat which ought to be, or the
beneficial or the profitable or the gainful or the advantageous,
but express clearly and precisely whatever you say. For |
won't take from you any such drivel asthat!”

And so Socrates asks him, Well, how can | tell you?
Y ou'reruling these things out. If you wereto ask mewhat 12
is, would you not let me say threetimesfour, or onetimes 12,
or two times six? So Socrates says, | think that since you are
ruling certainthingsout, you already know what theanswer is.

And after much prodding, finally Thrasymachus says,
Okay, | will tell youwhat justiceis. “Harken and hear then, |
affirm that the just is nothing else than the advantage of the
stronger. Well, why don’t you applaud? Nay, you' Il do any-
thing but that.” And so Socrates then starts to inquire of him
about this concept of justice, because, | mean, it’s not much
of aconcept of justice. He' ssaying, all itis, isthe advantage
of the stronger.

So he begins by getting at, what if the advantage of the
stronger—what if they rule people to do something that isn’t
in their best interest? So, eventually he comes to say, No, |
guess if they make a mistake, then it’s ruling in the ruler’s
best interest, that’ s what justice is. And so Socrates, through
this whole exchange, really turns Thrasymachus on his head
at every corner, and he gets him to basically just give up.
Thrasymachus realizes that he doesn’t have much of alegto
stand on in the argument, because heistrying to say that it's
ruling in theruler’ sinterest. But yet, Socratesis ableto show
that every time you have some kind of art, that the art of
medicine doesn’t rule for the interest of medicine, but it pro-
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vides for the body. And, that horsemanship isn’t for horse-
manship, but it rulesfor horses. And so, in this, then, finally,
Thrasymachus just decidesto basically be quiet.

Now, every time that I’ ve talked to somebody who has
actually read this, without maybe some severe interaction
from some professors, people realy get and understand the
idea in reading through it. | mean, | had to summarize it
very shortly, but it really comes across that Socrates is this
reasonablecharacter, and Thrasymachusisthisraving fascist,
who really gets much more nasty than what | just said. By the
end of it, he getsreally nasty.

And so, through what Strauss writes in The City and
Man—it' sreally designed not to be read—to not get through
it. | mean, there’ sawholelot of thingswhere thewriting, and
theway it’ sput together, isinsuchaway, that you areintended
toputit down. But, if you actually do makeit to the part where
he startstalking about Thrasymachus, he beginsto go through
pages of promotion of Socrates—it seems. He starts out say-
ing, “When Thrasymachus begins to speak”—this is Leo
Strauss now—"When Thrasymachus begins to speak, he be-
haves according to Socrates' lively description: likearaving
beast. By the end of thefirst book he has become completely
tame.”

That’ strue, | guess. “Hehas been tamed by Socrates. The
action of the first book consists in a marvelous victory of
Socrates.” And so, L eo Strausstalksfor pagesabout thismar-
velous victory of Socrates over Thrasymachus; it seems as
though he' s siding with Socrates.

But thereareafew thingsinit that are very odd. And they
might slip by, but if you are paying attention you wonder why
he says them in such a way. When he describes, “Glaucon
is thoroughly displeased with Socrates’ sham refutation of
Thrasymachus' assertion,” it’ sstrange. Hedoesn’t call it Soc-
rates refutation of Thrasymachus any more. After a couple
of pagesnow, hecallsit ashamrefutation. Andhehasn’t said
anything about why it would be a sham, but yet, he's calling
it asham refutation.

And going on, finally he gets to a point where he really
startsto say more of why he describesit asasham refutation.
His idea of the nature of justice—and for anyone who has
read some Heidegger, some of the language may sound very
familiar. | was recently reading through some, because
Straussisastudent of Heidegger. Heidegger talked alot about
Plato, and very much from a secret kind of an approach. He
was sort of amovie star of the professorship, dressed all in
black, wowing and dazzling studentswith any kind of esoteric
knowledge that he could throw out at them.

Thisiswhat Strausssaysabout this. It’ sacoupleof senten-
ces but—try and follow because this really gets at what he
thinks of Thrasymachus: Strauss says: “ The nature of justice
isidentical withitscomingintobeing. Y et theorigin of justice
proves to be the goodness of doing injustice and the badness
of suffering injustice. One can overcome this difficulty by
saying that, by nature everyone is concerned only with his
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own good and wholly unconcerned with anyone else’ s good,
to the point that he has no hesitation whatever to harm his
fellowsin any way conducive to hisown good.”

So now it sounds like he is saying something different
than what Socrates is saying. Now he is saying, that it is
actually better tobeunjust. Hesays, “ Sinceall men act accord-
ing to nature,” and their nature is that they would try to do
what's best for themselves and not care about others, “they
all bring about asituation that is unbearablefor most of them.
The mgjority, that is, the weaklings, figure out that every one
of themwould be better off, if they agreed among themselves
not to harm one ancther. Thus they begin to lay down laws.
Thus, justice arose. Y et what istrue of the majority of menis
not true of him who is ‘truly a man,” who can take care of
himself andisbetter off if hedoesnot submit tolaw or conven-
tion. But, even the others do violence to their nature by sub-
mitting to law and justice. They submit only from fear of
the evil consequences of injustice, of consequences which
presuppose the detection of injustice. Hence, the perfectly
unjust man whose injustice remains completely concealed,
who' sthereforereputed to beperfectly just, leadsthe happiest
life. Whereas the perfectly just man, whose justice remains
completely unknown, who has the reputation of being com-
pletely unjust, leadsthe most miserablelife. Thisimpliesthat
Thrasymachus is not a completely unjust man.” So says
Strauss.

And so, what he gets at then, is he goes through awhole
complicated thing of how, basically, Socrates knows al this
stuff. He already knows. Y es, he did do a marvelous victory
over Thrasymachus, but he knows that what Thrasymachus
issaying istrue and what Straussis saying here about justice
istrue, that justice is just what Thrasymachus saysit is. But
what heisbasically saying to Thrasymachusin this, is: Don't
let the cat out of the bag. The masses of people need this stuff.
And so we give it to the masses, even though we know the
truth. And so, that’s for just a brief introduction to what we
aredealing with.

Tony Papert: Yeah, that ismarvelous. It svery true.

Michele Steinberg: Okay, Tony Papert is here with us,
and | think heis going to follow up on some of these things
and go through some other areas of Strauss. | just want to add
one thing, because in our research in putting this pamphlet,
The Children of Satan, together at EIR, what did we find?
Some of the leading people who came up with the lies—and
they were total lies—about weapons of mass destruction in
Irag, about Saddam Hussein’s connections to al-Qaeda, the
people who came up with this doctored, completely false,
intelligenceinformation, areleading Straussians, who engage
constantly in studies of how they can better perfect thiskind
of Darwinian survival of the fittest, the strongest. And that’s
what’ srunning the policy of thiscountry. So, Tony, why don’t
you takeit from there.

Tony Papert: Yes, well, there’'s going to be loose ends
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At one California political event in April, former Education
Secretary and conservative Republican “ chief moralist” William
Bennett denied thrice that he had ever heard of Leo Strauss—when
the event’ s moderator “ cracked” and admitted himself a
confirmed Sraussian.

inwhat we say, becausewe don’t know really, absolutely, the
whole picture. And also, it’ srather complicated, and can’t all
be said in a short radio show. But hopefully you'll get the
main idea, and some of the loose endswill begin to fill them-
selvesin.

A Corner ontheTruth

Start thisway. It's clear that the guys who launched this
war—Rumsfeld, Cheney, so on—they have aproblem. That,
what everybody elseis saying to them—in the United States
and in other countries, whether France, Germany, or what-
ever—it just goesin one ear and out the other. They marchto
their own, different drummer. And, what you say about it,
what | say about it, what all the retired generals say about it,
what Colin Powell says about it, it just doesn't make any
difference. They obviously think it just doesn’ t apply tothem.
That they are on adifferent level of some sort, and whatever
wemay say, fromwhatever background, or whatever reasons,
itreally makesnodifference. They don’'t even haveto respond
to it—of course as Rumsfeld shows: or, as he just blows up
inrage. But he never responds to these objections.

Now, inthe center of thewar party, organizing it now for
decades, you find students of this late Chicago University
professor Leo Strauss (who died in 1973) as the key people.
Both his students, the students of his students, and even their
students—that’ s the third generation—and even the fourth
generation, isnow in government.
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People like Lewis Libby, the chief of staff of Vice Presi-
dent Cheney. LewisLibby isastudent of astudent of Strauss.
Heisastudent of Paul Wolfowitz, who is the Deputy Secre-
tary of Defenseunder Rumsfeld, actually runsthe Department
of Defense day to day, who is himself a student of Allan
Bloom, whowasthetop student of L eo Strauss. Sotheseguys,
whether they learned directly from Strauss or from one of
these disciples, they are conscious Straussians. They know
they are. Asyou'll see, they are members of akind of secret
cult.

Abram Shulsky istheguy, when Rumsfeld becamedissat-
isfied with all the intelligence from the CIA, which contra-
dicted the reasons for which he wanted to launch a war—
Rumsfeld, as many of you know, set up his own intelligence
unitinsidethe Pentagonto givecontrariananalysistothe CIA.
The guy who he put in charge of that was Abram Shulsky, a
conscious Straussian, a student of Straussians. It's nothing
that Shulsky doesn’t know; heisvery awareof this. Hiswhole
life, hiswholeinternal life, is Strauss. Similarly, ontheideo-
logical side, the famous names of conservatives, neo-conser-
vatives and so-called: William Kristol, of the Weekly San-
dard; John Podhoretz of the New York Post. These are
conscious Straussians, studentsof, inthiscase, again, students
of students of Leo Strauss.

So they are living on awhole other level. And what Mi-
chele says, what | say, what LaRouche says, what anybody
sayswho' s really knowledgeable in the area—in which they
are going in and creating, as James Woolsey says, “World
War IV”: They just shut it out, they don’'t haveto listen toiit.
They're hearing something else. They don't hear us, they
don’t haveto hear us.

What they think—and this is what was implied, if you
listentothesort of undertonesof what Danny wasreporting—
what they think is, that, they know the secret, real truth. They
know it through an essentially secret process of transmission
from Leo Strauss to Wolfowitz, Bloom, whoever, wherever
they got it; through a secret transmission of knowledge, they
know the real truth. The rest of us, of course, don’t know it;
and not only that, we' re not capable of understanding it. And
not only that, if wewereto hear thereal truth, weare actually
inferior humans—you can believethis or not but, we' re actu-
aly fundamentally inferior kinds of personsto them. Weare
incapable of dealing with the truth. So, not only is there no
point in telling us the truth, because we wouldn’t understand
it; there’ sactually, it would be avery bad ideafor usto learn
the truth, because if we knew the truth we would just go mad
and go crazy. So, only they can handlethese deep truths. The
rest of usare not ableto do so.

Now, basically, | came at thisthing, and in the pamphl et
| gointo it more, but, | myself came at thisthing in the early
1990s, through abook which had been abest seller inthelate
1980s, called Closing of the American Mind, by Allan Bloom,
who's an American from Indiana who turns out to be the
leading student of Leo Strauss in the United States. |, and
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othersintheLaRouchemovement, read Bloom’ sbook during
the '90s and were attracted to thingsin there. He seemed to
be in sincere and heartfelt opposition to the counterculture.
He saw that nothing is being taught in universities, that the
courses are being successively diluted until really they don’t
teach themanything at all. And, | opposed the counterculture,
and | agreed with that about universities, and | saw Bloom as
a potential ally in what, for me and for some others, was a
pretty dark period.

There was a disturbing thing throughout that book—and
it's just the kind of thing that Danny described in Strauss's
book. He had throughout the book, very emphatic statements,
which seemed not to jibe with therest of what he was saying,
and which never really went anywhere. And so they were sort
of meaningful hints, which he was continually dropping. But
| could never figure out what he was hinting at. And in my,
really, mystification at this, | began to look around among
other things. | tried to read Strauss sbook but, just like Danny
characterized, others, | couldn’t make it through all this ver-
biage in his books, and | just gave up on that which Danny
has persevered through, at least some of it.

But | found, in our LaRouche association, various im-
prints of Leo Strauss, which were equally as mysterious as
these dark hints. Asl said in that pamphlet, we had amember
who taught a Plato seminar, which had some good thingsin
it, but it had these similar kinds of dark hints that were never
explained. One which stuck in people's minds, was how he
would always talk about how Socrates “seduced” the young
men. Obviously; you know, eh; what doesthat mean? But he
would never explain what it meant.

Strauss|sTeaching PeopleToLie

| wassimilarly put onto St. John’s Collegein Annapolis,
Maryland, where a St. John’ s student, or former student, told
me what they had done in a Plato dialogue class, in which
the teacher had counted every word in the dialogue—up to,
whatever, a hundred thousand words—to show the classthe
central word in the dialog, like word number 50,000 out of
100,000; with the idea that the central word somehow was
linked tothe central conceptinthedialog, whichislikemysti-
cal cabalism, but which | saw Strausshad done. So, basicaly,
| was struggling with these different elements, and then at
some time during that period of the’90s | got to read Shadia
Drury. I'venever met her, but ShadiaDrury’ sfirst book about
Strauss came out in 1988. It's called The Poalitical 1deas of
Leo Srauss. And what she explained, is what was obvious,
really, as soon as she did, that Strauss was communicating,
regardless of the content of what he was teaching—which
Danny got into some of the content, actualy | can go into
more—but regardl ess of the content of what he wasteaching,
on the first level he was actualy, by his example, teaching
peopletolie. Because, al hisbooks, his 16 books, are nothing
but a bunch of deliberate lies; namely, that they’re set up to
deludethegreat mgjority of peoplewho, asl said, in Strauss' ss
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view, are incapable of appreciating the truth. The attempt is
to make surethat they put down the book, and before they put
it down, they seein the book familiar exhortations—be good,
follow the Ten Commandments, be patriotic, beloyal, believe
in God. And then, withthat, they put thebook down. Thevery
few who are, in Strauss's view, qualified to understand the
truth, read on and they see hints of precisely the opposite.
Precisely the opposite, that virtue, morality, and, in general,
“the good,” are nothing but an illusion created for the great
mass of mankind who are incapable of dealing with the truth
and need fictions, like religion and morality, to keep themin
line and to keep them behaved. What Nietzsche called—and
Straussispurely aNietzschean—"the herd.” What Nietzsche
also called “the dlaves.”

One of the most illuminating things that Shadia Drury
dug up, was a public debate, in print, between two leading
Straussians of decades, people who had studied with Strauss
for literally 30, 40 years. This debate started in the Claremont
College Review, | think, in’84, and continued alittlewhilein
the National Review in'84 or ' 85—the exact datesarein the
pamphlet. What you had, was that aleading Strauss student,
still around, Thomas Pangle, had written an introduction to
an anthology of abook by Strauss students. And in hisintro-
duction—and this will be familiar to you from what Danny
just said—Pangle said, in somewhat sealed, Delphic lan-
guage, that Socratesbelieved that moral virtuewassomething
distinct fromintellectual virtue, the virtue of the philosopher.
Therefore the implication is that the philosopher can be a
good philosopher or a great philosopher without moral vir-
tue—which is certainly an odd idea to anybody who's read
Plato, except for these guys.

MicheleSteinber g: They turnit completely upsidedown.

Tony Papert: Right. Pangle also said, asthe debate con-
tinued, that Strauss had maintained—again, he said it in a
somewhat conceal ed way—that philosophy and science had
disproven the existence of God.

So, that was Thomas Pangle.

‘Philosophers and ‘ Gentlemen’

Another leading Straussian, aprolific author, still around,
very old now, Harry Jaffa, wrote to Claremont College Re-
view—that’ s where he came from, Claremont College—and
said, this is completely wrong, this violates everything |
learned from Strauss during my morethan 30 years of studies
with him. And you, Pangle, are portraying Strauss as a
Nietzschean.

So the two of them debated back and forth on this, and
also on the question of the United States of America, because
Panglesaid, that for Straussthe United States of Americawas
an aberration, and he said it in amore Delphic way. Jaffa, on
the other side, said that he knew Strauss for 30 years, and
Strauss had prized and valued the Declaration of Indepen-
dence and the American Constitution.
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German-born fascist philosopher Leo Srauss, in hislong career at
the University of Chicago, &. John's College and Claremont
College, “ sent all hisbest studentsto Paristo study under
Alexandre Kojeve,” the syndicalist fascist and enthusiast of

“ purgative violence.” These studentsincluded Allan Bloom, the
Straussian who helped fill university philosophy departments with
Sraussians.

So, how isit possiblethat these two guyswho were study-
ing with Strauss—actually they were studying at the same
time—could have heard such opposite things? Well, the an-
swer is, that hetaught different thingsto different people. And
actualy, if you take a book which | use in that pamphlet,
Children of Satan, but not this aspect of it—take Allan
Bloom’ strandation of the Republic, which he published first
in’68 and republishedin’91. Inthe prefaceto thetrandation
he says, in his own words, that reading Plato in a group is
great, it' sfine, but you' re not really going to get very far that
way. What you haveto doisread it in agroup and then those
“few smart young men"— and it’ salwaysyoung men or boys,
not women or girlsor people—those “few smart young men”
whoreally arein aposition to understand it, who you identify
from this public discussion, you bring aside and teach them
individually, one on one.

Of course, this is what he thinks Socrates did too. But
this is what Strauss did; this is what Bloom did. And one
of the reasons they taught them individually, one on one, is
because they taught different thingsto different people. They
believed—and this, again, if you know what you' re looking
for, you'll find this very much in Bloom and in Strauss—
they believed that what Nietzsche called the “superman,”
and Nietzsche also called it the “next man,” Strauss and
Bloom, who are Nietzscheans, they change the terminology,
they call it the “philosopher.” It's the “superman,” or the
“philosopher,” who isthe only one who' s qualified to under-
stand the truth, and all other human beings are basically
sheep. But the “philosophers’ cannot rule alone. They need
various other kinds of people to serve them. And one of the
kinds of people they need to serve them is what Strauss
cals “gentlemen.”
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Onething, by theway, isthe Straussiansalwaysrecognize
each other by this strange terminology of Strauss. It's like a
masonic handshake.

So, the “philosophers’ need “gentlemen.” “ Gentlemen”
are part of the crowd of mass of stupid human beings who
sincerely believe in public service—morality, benevolence,
doing good, and the like. Think, for instance, of —William
Bennet, is one of them. Think of William Bennet’s Book of
Virtue, which he wrote in order to convince children to be
virtuous. These guysbelievein public service. Many of them
enter government. In government they try to carry out these
nice things, but also, maintain a loyalty to the “philoso-
phers’—Leo Strauss, Allan Bloom, Paul Wolfowitz—who
taught them all these good things that they know. They be-
come people in government who will take the advice of the
“philosophers.”

Michele Steinber g: Okay, we are going to moveto ques-
tions. Both of you have given peoplealot to think about. I'm
going to go first to the e-mail, and then to Adam, who has
some questions and also some anecdotes about this 2,500-
year-old battle between truth and the mani pul ation of people.
Thisiswhat’s going on today. Thisis what we need to free
the American population from, thetyranny that we areunder.

So, thefirst question. Danny, I'm going to ask you to take
thison, and if Tony wantsto add anything. It’ sfrom Michael
in Philadelphia. “ Hello, my nameisMichael and my question
is, how can someone be a student of Leo Strauss and not be
able to foresee what kind of fraud Leo Strauss's philosophy
consists of 7’

Danny Bayer: | think a lot of that is this idea of the
different thingsto different people. That there might be some
peoplethat think they are learning things, like thisguy Harry
Jaffa, they are learning goodness and virtue, and these sorts
of things. So some of the people who are maybe being
groomed for positions of, not being the “philosophers,” not
being the Paul Wolfowitz crowd that is actually making the
decisions, but maybefor apublic post—Ilike William Bennett,
education tsar or something like this—these people, then, can
talk about these good things in akind of simplified version.
Whereas, they are really being groomed to basically go to
these people to find out what they should do with their deci-
sions, but wherethey have some nicethingsthat they can say,
and so they think they got this from Strauss. And in redlity,
they arebeing trained to comeask thereal peoplefor thekinds
of decisions they should make. Maybe Tony has something
to add to that, but that’s kind of my view of why you would
have some of the people duped in such away.

Tony Papert: | agree, and it's also because the educa-
tional standardsinall our schoolsare so dismal, that you have
someguyswho areinthisrespect deliberately teaching people
tolie. But the general level isso low, frankly, that they don’t
really stand out like a sore thumb as they would in a more
healthy situation.
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The academic process of going for aPhD, evenif it’snot
under Strauss, isakind of brainwashing, where you have to
regurgitate the accepted opinions about everything. Right?
So that’ show you get a PhD.

“What did so-and-so think?’

Well, it’ sall nonsense. Who cares what he thought?

“No, you can't say that. Y ou have to memorize what he
said.

Onceyou get your PhD, thenyou' reallowed to say maybe
alittle of it is nonsense, but not now. So, it’sin this general
brai nwashing environment, they flourish, and they havetaken
over department after department in university after univer-
sity, which was deliberately manipulated by Strauss during
his lifetime; by Bloom during his lifetime, as described in
Saul Bellows' book Ravelstein; and isbeing deliberately ma-
nipulated now.

Michele Steinber g: Thank you. I’ m going to goto Adam
in Philadel phia.

Adam Sturman: Well, here in Philadelphia, we did an
intervention ononeof these Straussiansat TempleUniversity.
The story goes, about two weeks ago one of our part-time
organizers here, Heather—I believe she’ s been on the show
before, shegoesto TempleUniversity—found aflyer hanging
up in the Political Sciences Department. The leaflet had a
picture of Raphael’ s School of Athens, and it had a closeup of
Plato pointing up to the heavens and right under it the name
of the presentation was, “ The Prologue of Theaetetus and the
Problems of Knowledge™—1 believe that was close to the
name. It was being given by this professor named Paul
Stern. We thought that this was a little bit funny. It sounded
like this Paul Stern guy was a Straussian. So we went to
a Straussian.net website and, sure enough, Paul Stern is a
practicing Straussian at Orsinus College. He teaches politi-
cal science, and he wasinvited to cometo Temple University
and give this presentation.

So, last Wednesday, we gathered about five of our youth
organizers here, and we decided to intervene on him. Now,
when we got to the room, it was a very small meeting, there
wasonly about el ght studentsthere and four professors. There
was five of us, so we actually constituted a large part of this
meeting. But anyway, this guy Paul Stern gave a speech for
about an hour—and it's redly very true what Danny was
saying, that you start listening to this guy speak and you just,
youwanttoleavetheroom, becauseyou can’t follow anything
that thisguy is saying. Mr. Papertisright, you'relistening to
all this hogwash come out of his mouth, but then he'll say
certain things that sort of stick out in your mind, that are just
very odd. For instance, the way we did the intervention, was
tojust take up all the question and answer period. We started
cornering Mr. Stern on this question of truthfulness, and does
truth actually exist inthe universe. One of thefull-time orga-
nizers here named Ed, brought up the Meno dialogue. The
Meno dialogue is where they are having a discussion about,

64 Nationd

where does knowledge come from. Socrates has an idea that
all your knowledge is already contained in your soul, and
when you make adiscovery, you are recollecting that know!-
edge which you already knew.

As soon as Ed asked this question, Paul Stern says, Well,
I think in that dialogue that Socrates is being a ventriloquist.
Which | thought was quite odd, because | use the Meno dia-
logue constantly on the street, as a good pedagogical for
young people. And | told Mr. Stern that | don’t believe that,
because | dothisall thetimeand I’ m no ventriloquist, every-
one comes up with the same answer.

Some of the other interesting stuff he said was—you
see, thisguy was keeping his cards hidden. Hewasn't putting
them on the table. One of the first questions we confronted
him on—oh, Stern, | forgot to mention, isthe faculty advisor
to Hillel a Orsinus College, which is the Jewish student
group. So anyway, we said, you're the head of Hilld at
Orsinus College, and you're a Straussian. Doesn't that con-
flict with your view, because Strauss was a student of Carl
Schmitt [the legal apologist for the Nazis]? And he said,
Well, I'm not as angry as you think | should be, because |
don’'t agree with your analysis of the connection between
Schmitt and Strauss.

Another thing that thisguy said toward theend, he started
bringing out—more and more of his views were coming
into plain view. He said Socrates derived hislove of philoso-
phy from the emotion of Eros, which is erotic love. My
girlfriend Michele jumped right in afterwards and said, No,
Socrates derived his love of philosophy from agape. And
Paul Stern said, No, there is no concept of agape in the
Platonic dialogues. So that was something else odd that he
said. And right afterwards, he said, Well, | only go by the
words on the page. At first this guy said, Well, | don’t know
who Carl Schmitt is, | know very little about this guy. He
was being very, very secretive, and his speech was com-
pletely dry, completely academic. After we did the interven-
tion, 1 was walking back to the car and | was thinking to
myself: What idea was this guy actually trying to convey
to the class? And | couldn’t figure it out. He didn't say a
single thing that made sense.

So, my question is—I have been thinking about this for
quite awhile, and I’ ve come to a pretty good understanding
of this, but | think it’s good for the people listening, for orga-
nizers. But you run into this question alot, where people try
to deny the connection between L eo Straussand Carl Schmitt.
For instance, oneof theprofessorswhowasintheroomduring
this presentation, he jumped in at a certain point and said,
Well, if you read Leo Strauss's essay, introduction to Carl
Schmitt’s book called The Concept of the Palitical, there'sa
certain part of that book where Strauss actually saysthat Carl
Schmittiswrong. So, thisisthetype of thing, wherethey say,
Well, Carl Schmitt and Strauss, they were students—I mean,
one was a teacher the other was a student—but, L eo Strauss
really didn’t completely agreewith Carl Schmitt. I’ d likeyou
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to comment, and to make that connection really clear in peo-
ple'sminds.

Tony Papert: The pamphlet that we just put out that Mi-
chele referred to, The Children of Satan, has a very good
rundown on Carl Schmitt and who hewas—by BarbaraBoyd.
In brief, hewasthe John Ashcroft [U.S. Attorney General] of
the Weimar Republic and of the Nazi government. He was
the man who wrote the emergency law under which Hitler
became adictator, after the Reichstag Fire. And then, in part
as aresult of that, he was taken into the Nazi administration
as a high official; he was a member of the Prussian State
Council. But, in addition tothat, unofficially, hewasthe chief
legal authority of Nazi Germany until the very final period,
when helost his positions.

Hewasroughly 11 yearsolder than Strauss, and as Adam
said, Schmitt wroteavery small book, or along article, called
The Concept of the Palitical, around 1930—I don’t know
the exact year. And what he said there was very simple, and
familiar to you from neo-cons today and Ashcroft and so
forth. He said that the concept of the political isthe concept
that thereis an enemy. Y ou must have an enemy. There must
bean enemy. Actually, in Bloom’ sso-called interpretation of
Plato, he saysthesamething. Y ou can’t have government and
society without an enemy. So, there's got to be an enemy,
always. That’swhat Schmitt said.

Now, Strauss wrote areview of the book, which was not
much shorter than the book, which, typical Strauss, it was
quitedevious. Hedidn't say, | agree. Hedidn't say, | disagree.
He said there's an ambiguity in the formulation of Schmitt,
and he went on about the ambiguity. But, regardless of what
you or | might think about it, Schmitt was so happy with the
review by Strauss, that he got it published in the samejournal
that had published his book, and he became friends with
Strauss, even though Schmitt was a big anti-Semite and
Strauss’ sparentswere Jewish—although Strausshimself was
an atheist.

So, they became friends. Schmitt encouraged Strauss in
the study of Thomas Hobbes. They collaborated around that.
Andthen, when Strauss' sinstitutein Berlin, that hewaswork-
ing for at the time, began to run out of money—it was called
the Institute of Jewish Science at Berlin; he wanted to get a
Rockefeller fellowship so he could continueto stay alive and
support himself—Schmitt recommended him for aRockefel-
ler fellowship. Hegot thefellowship. Andthen Strausscontin-
ued to writelettersto Schmitt right up through the period that
Schmitt had already joined the Nazi Party and was being
brought into the government of Prussia by Goring. Strauss's
last letter to Schmitt was July 10, 1933, where Schmitt was
already aNazi Party member and being brought into the Prus-
sian government. And Strauss said to him, | have morethings
to say about your book Concept of the Political, | want to
thank you again for the Rockefeller Fellowship, and I'd like
you to help me get another job, which is as editor of the
collected works of Hobbes. So, aswe say in the pamphlet, it
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The“ most notorious’ of the Straussians, Paul Wolfowitz, because
heis Deputy Secretary of Defense and chief of the neo-
conservative cabal in the Defense Department and National
Security Council. There are many others, as Tony Papert and the
LaRouche Youth organizers explain.

was Schmitt who was Strauss's most important sponsor in
his career.

Michele Steinberg: Thank you, Tony. Now | am going
to go to questions from France. There's a LaRouche Y outh
Movement meeting going on right now in Rennes. They are
listening in. They have three questions, from Kevin, David,
and Julienne. Let’ sgotoKevin’sfirst: “Whenweusetheterm
‘Satanic,” does that mean the negation of the Christian idea
of man born in the image of God?’

Tony Papert: Absolutely. Nietzsche was a total anti-
Christian. He wrote a book called The Anti-Christ. He was
referring to himself aseither the anti-Christ or theanti-Chris-
tian. And Strauss agreed with this|’m quite sure, although he
didn’t completely spell it out in anything I’ ve seen. But, they
both agreedthat religionisnonsense, butitisneededto control
the masses, even though it is nonsense. They both thought
that Christianity was a particularly ridiculous religion and
should be gotten rid of, because the idea of agape, which was
cited earlier by Adam, is, in Nietzsche' sview, and Strauss's,
it's nonsense, there's no such thing. Also, the idea of the
unlimited worth of the individual is nonsense. Some people
are worth a lot—Strauss says it clearly—some people are
worth alot, someworth alittle, and somein between. There's
no intrinsic worth of a human individual, per se, and so on.
So, for al these reasons, they think Christianity is ludicrous
and should be replaced. | mean, for the lite, the“ supermen,”
likethemselves, don’t need any religion. They know thetruth:
that thereis no God, there is no right and wrong. But, for the
masses of sheep who need these illusions, they should have
more of afire and brimstone type of religion than Christian-
ity—what Strauss called “gods of shattering awe.” They
should have fierce, angry gods, who will keep them in line,
like the gods of Pat Robertson.

MicheleSteinber g: | haveaquestion exactly onthat point
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from B. Abercrombie, questioning Strauss's philosophy and
the fundamentalists'. “Is there a cross-over between the
Strauss networks and those who promote the teachings of
John Nelson Darby?'— 1’ d add, among others. Abercrombie
says, “Many middle-aged boomers who have been attracted
to Chrigtian fundamentalism are hoping this [Irag] war
spreads, as they believe it is prophesized in the Bible. They
arenot concerned with thewar. Thisisadangerous mentality
under the present conditions. Thisfundie mentality is spread-
ing fast among boomers here in the South.” Tony, you want
to continue? And then Danny, if you’ ve got somethingto add.

Tony Papert: Thisisone of the areas, to be frank, where
| don't have thetotal answer, by any means. The closest | can
get, besideswhat | haveaready said, isinthispamphlet, “The
Children of Satan.” On page 13, Jeff Steinberg quotes Bill
Kristol, who is one of the leading neo-conservative gurus of
Washington, who isa Straussian. And what he said, is, one of
the main teachings of Straussis that all politics are limited
and none of them is really based on the truth. So, thereis a
certain philosophic disposition whereyou have somedistance
from these political fights. You don't take yourself or your
cause as serioudly as you would if you thought it was 100%
truth. Palitical movementsareawaysfull of partisansfighting
for their opinion. But that’ s very different from the truth.

So what that means, is that these guys are willing to use
thelunacy of afundamentalist for their own purposes—more
than willing. To them, since none of these beliefs that most
peopleshare haveany truthtothemat all, it’ sup to youwhich
one you use and which you don't.

It reminds me of this scene from Schiller’s Don Carlos
where the Confessor says, Well, I'm using the King's love
for awhore, basically, to control him, becausewe areallowed
to use these passionsto control peoplein our interests. In the
interests, so-called, of the Church, but it's not realy the
Church.

That much | can say, but certainly, Straussdidn’t believe
in fundamentalism, or anything of this sort. Hisinner core of
students don’t either. They think it’s laughable. Obvioudly,
they are perfectly willing to useit in their interests.

Michele Steinber g: | want to stay on thisanother minute
and go back to Adam, because | think that also gets to the
fight that you described at Temple University, when Stern
was saying there is only eros in Socrates and The Republic,
and Michele, your girlfriend, said, No, there' sagape. Do you
want to elaborate on that concept of agapethat Lyntalksabout
al thetime?

Adam Sturman: Well, the Greeks had three different
words for theideaof love, and, | guess, three different ideas.
Thefirst one was eros, which is erotic love. The second one,
| forget the Greek word, but, the love you feel toward your
child or family. And the third one is the love of humanity,
which is agape—which isredlly the idea that the LaRouche
Y outh Movement really runson. Thisideathat if you want to
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known epigone at
the University of
Chicago and Yale,
Allan Bloom, who
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Wolfowitz. Papert
explains, “ The Alan
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we had seen
through his The
Closing of the
American Mind,
was not the real
Alan Bloomat all.”
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-

make a profound changein history and in culture and in soci-
ety asawhole, you need to actually love everyone. If you're
organizing on the street, even if somebody waks up and
screams and yells at you, you still have to approach it from
the standpoint that this person is a human being; and even
though they are acting a little bit crazy right now, they are
doing so against their will. So you want to try and find that
goodnessthat’ swithin everyone, and | think that isone of the
thingsthat the Straussiansjust—there’ smany thingsthat they
just don’t understand, but that’s really one of the things that
they try to destroy, thisideathat love doesn’'t always have to
do with physical pleasure. That love can actually be alove of
ideas and a love of actually doing something for future
humanity.

It wasrealy funny that Stern actually said that. That was
one of the last questions we asked him and, like | said, he
really wasn't talking about any of thisthroughout the speech.
He only started bringing out some of his ideas toward the
very end. So, these Straussians—I| mean, they are incredibly
sneaky. Evenif they say that they are not Straussians, or even
if they pretend like they don’t know who Carl Schmittis, they
actually do. | think, asawhole, our youth movement actually
should be looking for more of these interventions to do, be-
cause | have afeeling that these Straussians are all over the
place.

Actually | have a question. | wanted to know if there’'s
more connections between Strauss, Schmitt, and the Frank-
furt School.

Tony Papert: Yes, there are. It's interesting. What
Strauss and the Frankfurt School have in common—it's
something | should have said earlier, and it's well stated in
our pamphlet. Naive people tend to think that because a guy
is Jewish—Strauss' ss parents were observant Jews; he was
anatheist—hecouldn’t possibly beaNazi. But, it just happens
to be untrue.
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There were some Jews who, as Lyndon LaRouche wrote
in the pamphlet, who would have gotten party cards, and in
fact, been high-level Nazi officials, if they had not been Jews.
Because they were Jews, they couldn’t get a party card, they
couldn’t be officials, they couldn’t stay in Nazi Germany.
Many of them came to the United States, imported by, actu-
ally, pro-Nazi people here, to spread Nazism or Nazi philoso-
phy under various Delphic names in the United States. And
the Frankfurt School came over and did that from a supposed
leftist point of view. And Strauss came over and did it from a
supposed rightist point of view.

So, they’re always “fighting” each other. In fact, Jacob
Klein, who was Strauss's best friend, and the Dean of St.
John’ s College at Annapolisfor many yearsin the’50s, when
Hannah Arendt, who' saleader of the Frankfurt School, came
to St. John's College, Klein walked out on her. He never
explained why, but all his admirers said, Oh, that’s because
she was a Nazi, he walked out. But he was a buddy with
Strauss who was a Nazi. So, the reason he walked out—I
mean he may have had his own reasons—but thefact is, they
were bringing in pretty much the samething, one under aleft-
wing label and one under aright-wing label. And theresult is
that, as you say in the nursery rhyme, between the two they
lickedtheplatter clean. Y ouhad to hireabunch of Straussians,
because they had all these academic references. But then, to
be impartial, since they are right wingers, you have to hire a
bunch of left wingersfrom the Frankfurt School, and that fills
the whole faculty, and so there’ s no room for anyone else—
to exaggerate slightly.

Danny Bayer: Isn't it two sides of the same coin?

Tony Papert: Yes.

Danny Bayer: Theodor Adorno and these guys are al-
ways taught that they are Heidegger’s children. And much
like Strauss, also studied Heidegger. So, if you canmanipul ate
people from aglobal, political standpoint—. Geopolitics are
much easier to run if you can convince people that they're
just a bunch of slave animals, that are really nothing more
than slave chattel. The Frankfurt School was manipulated a
lot around the idea that their leftist socialist revolution
couldn’ttake hold aslong astherewerethese Classical, West-
ern traditional values. So, they were manipulated to fight for
an empire by trying to eliminateindividualism. And then you
just put, asthe caretakersof the Classical tradition, the people
that are the last people you would want to have it in their
hands, and then you have both sides, and then they end up at
the New School together. | think Theodore Adorno taught at
the New School?

Tony Papert: Yes.

Michele Steinberg: Perfect control. I'm going to get
back to the French e-mail because there’s a very important
guestion that’s posed here from Julienne: “Do we know
people outside the United States, for instance, in Europe,
who have connections with Strauss, or close to the Straus-
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sians’ ideology?’

Tony Papert: Yes, there' s avery important connection.
The Strauss school was not actually just a Strauss school. It
was akind of abipolar arrangement, not in the psychological
sense, although that, too. But it was kind of a two-sided ar-
rangement here between Strauss at Chicago and aman named
Kojeve at Paris, Alexandre Kojéve. His rea name was
Kojevnikov. He was an emigré Russian, who was a Bolshe-
vik; emigrated in 1920 to study under Jaspersin Heidelberg;
met Strauss. They became lifelong friends.

Strauss sent all his best students to Paris to study under
Kojeve. If you look at Saul Bellow’ s Ravelstein, really abio
of Bloom, one thing which Bellow does not explainiswhy it
was that Bloom—who was in the book, is called Ravelstein,
who was a Jewish guy from Indiana, who was a professor
under Strauss—why Bloom was equally at homein Paris as
in Chicago, and actually had more friends in Paris than in
Chicago. Thereason, it turnsout, wasthat Strauss sent Bloom
to Parisin 53, to study under Kojéve. And he stayed there
until 68, when Kojéve died.

Michele Steinberg: | have a question. I’m going to an-
swer part of it, and then there' Il be other comments |’ m sure.
This is from Tim Hollingsworth in California, who asks,
“How well is Strauss known in political and philosophical
circles? Is it just a secret kept within a few clandestine
groups?’

For alist of Straussians, I’m going to refer people espe-
cialy to Jeff Steinberg's article in The Children of Satan
pamphlet which has been put out by Lyndon LaRouche's
LaRouche in 2004 campaign. In Steinberg's piece, called
“The Ignoble Liars Behind Bush’'s Deadly Iraq War,” he
names who they are. Among the Straussians are William
Kristol, the editor of the Weekly Standard. He' s the man, for
example, when George W. Bush decided to go the United
Nations, who wrote an essay and said, “Okay, we lost this
one, we wanted a unilateral war, without going to the United
Nations, but, he decided to go to that wimpy United Nations
and ask theseweak countriesfor their opinion, so, we' regoing
to give them 105 days, after which, we're going to war.”

Well, it wasn't 105 days; it was more like 135 days, or
something around there, but you get the picture. Kristol isa
Straussian. The most notorious Straussian—and | say notori-
ous because heis actually in the highest level position in the
Bush Administration—is Paul Wolfowitz, Deputy Secretary
of Defense; crucial voice for war, crucial liar.

When | saw him last week inthe midst of all of the blood-
shed and agony that the people of Irag are being put through,
as bad as anything that they suffered under the recent years
dictatorship, Wolfowitz was saying, “We need agovernment
of the Iragi people, by the Iragi people, for the Iragi people”;

1. EIR has devel oped significantly more material on Alexandre Kojevesince
thisinterview. See EIR, May 30, 2003.
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when, in fact, Paul Wolfowitz has designed a government
which ismade up of ageneral who istied to the right wing of
the Israeli Defense Forces butchers, and so forth—you get
the picture. And Wolfowitz, in a way, exemplifies what
Danny wastalking about, what Strausstalksabout in The City
and Man: the thoroughly unjust man who is held up in a
position of great power, in the U.S. government, and we're
all supposed to venerate him.

And s0, these Straussians are all over the place. Richard
Perleisanother one. Clarence Thomas, onthe Supreme Court.
LewisLibby, the Chief of Staff for Cheney. Abram Shulsky,
we mentioned before as the person who cooked the books on
the intelligence. So, they’re al over the place. | would say
that the influence is huge, and Strauss is very well known.
But, the secret is, no one has actually put out theinformation,
that this gang of neo-conservatives, who have been together
for about 30 years now, since Strauss's death, | would say,
that they are a coherent group like this. Tony, you know that
story about Bloom and Wolfowitz at the end of the [1991]
Irag war. Could you share that with the listeners?

Tony Papert: Sure. This is from Saul Bellow’s book
Ravel stein. There may be omissions, deliberate and not delib-
erate, but I’ m convinced that what’ s there is absolutely true.
He saysthat Bloom, in his apartment in Chicago, didn’t have
a telephone. He had a kind of, what Bellow describes, sort
of round-aboutly, as a custom-made tel ephone switchboard,
because hisbrood—remember, Bloom died in 1992, but dur-
ing hislife his enormous crowd of followers, students, etc.,
were continually calling him. He couldn’t just use a regular
telephone. He had to have a device where a bunch of them
could call in a once. He could have some on hold, some on
conference calls, so on and so forth. Thishe did all day. His
teaching load wasvery light. What hewas doing, was discuss-
ing peopl€e’ s love life, their careers, managing their careers,
through graduate school—like Wolfowitz, who wound up
very early in government. Also younger people, getting them
even into high schools, universities, and so forth. Their love
lives, matching them up, and palitics. So, Bellow describesa
call from Wolfowitz in’91, who told Bloom that, tomorrow,
Bush, Sr. is going to announce that we're not going on to
Baghdad, and Bloom basically cursed out everyone as being
cowards, everyone who had made that decision. That'sinthe
book. But, what' scumulative, you seethat thisiswhat Bloom
was doing. He was al so one of thefirst to havethe equivalent
of acell phone, so that he could take hisimportant telephone
callsanywhere.

Back to the original question, just onething. It ssort of a
bizarre thing now. It’sa secret society which is so enormous
that it's hard to be secret. The intervention that Danny was
involved in in California shows that. Y ou now have four to
five generations pumping out up to a hundred PhDs each,
taking over academia, taking over the governments. So
they'reall over theplace. And of course, itisvery well known,
at thesametimeasitissecret. And | wasintrigued by areport
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from California, where Danny and others confronted thisfor-
mer Secretary of Education, William Bennett, on the ques-
tion, who denied knowing what Strauss taught, which if it's
true, it probably means he’ s senile or forgetful. Then, during
that discussion, the chairman of the meeting chimed in and
said, Well, I'm a Straussian. So, they’re al over the place,
given the way they have churned them out and given them
job promoation through academia, think-tanks, and from the
think-tanks you get into the government.

Danny Bayer: It was very funny on this because, much
like Adam was saying, they’re sneaky. In this case, they had
the crowd in the palm of their hand. William Bennett was
saying, When | went to college, | thought that Strausswasthe
name of apair of Levis. | have never read Straussin my life.
Thecrowd, they werelaughing, and just thinking that wewere
completely insane. And then another question was asked by
amember of the LaRouche Y outh Movement, on justice, and
it came back to Strauss again. And once again, the crowd was
booing, you know, don’t ask about Strauss, it has nothing to
do with what we' re doing. And then this, | guess, lesstrained
moderator just burst in and had to defend Strauss head on,
saying, “I'm a Straussian and there’s no way what you are
saying about Straussistrue, because he put the picture of the
Declaration of Independence on the cover of his book, so he
must like this stuff.” 1t was completely absurd. This was to
the astonishment of the audience, that then finds out that, Oh,
wait aminute, they’re not just making this stuff up.

Also, | looked on the Internet afterward, because thiswas
on CSPAN afew times, and it wasthe case that some of these
connections to William Bennett that | had seen articles and
things of afew days before—or at least afew weeks before,
wherethelinksweren’t there. Some of them might have been
pulled intentionally. Some people may have been covering
for their friend.
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