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Democracy in America
Supporters of Hillary 

Clinton and Donald 
Trump are predicting 
nothing less than the fall 
of the American empire 
if their opponent wins 

the U.S. presidency this November. The 
Clintonites warn that a Trump victory will 
result in a global economic meltdown 
precipitated by trade and currency wars, 
a Russian takeover of eastern and central 
Europe following the collapse of NATO, 
a confrontation between China and 
nuclear-armed South Korea and Japan in 
the Pacific, an explosion of home-grown 
Islamist terrorism in response to Trump’s 
ban on Muslim immigration, and an acute 
shortage of illegal Mexican immigrant 
nannies and pool boys.

The Trumpians believe a Clinton 
presidency would be a “catastrophe” 
for American economic, political and 
military power. They also think it will 
lead to a ban on the phrases “Islamist 
terrorism” and “separate bathrooms”, 
repeal of the Second Amendment, 
a tsunami of affirmative action for 
everyone who is non-male, non-white 
and non-heterosexual, and a special 
room in the West Wing where Old Bill 
gets an unlimited supply of interns and 
cigars to help him orchestrate the ruin of 
the U.S. economy.

Many Canadians watching nervously 
from the north are fearing disaster no 
matter who wins the presidency. This is 
the thematic thread that runs through 
most of the articles in the Summer 2016 
edition of C2C Journal.

We titled it Democracy in America to 
honour the 1835 book of the same name 
by Alexis de Tocqueville and to highlight 
the irony that what is happening in the 
2016 presidential year bears almost 
no resemblance to what most of us – 

including Tocqueville – would recognize 
as a healthy, functioning democracy. 

What it looks like instead is the 
mother of all reality TV shows, featuring 
an actual reality TV show host and real 
estate developer of dubious competence 
and integrity who won the Republican 
nomination by calling all his competitors 
stupid, ugly, impotent liars. His opponent 
is a career political opportunist who is 
dragging around so much baggage – 
including an FBI investigation – that she 
can’t even finish off her only competition 
for the nomination, a fossilized socialist 
rehashing economic balderdash they 
don’t even believe in Beijing or Havana 
anymore.

However awful it is as democracy, it 
is also great entertainment. Like train 
wrecks and epic fail videos, we can’t 
look away. Trump, even more than our 
own Prime Minister Justin Trudeau, 
has so mastered the medium that it 
doesn’t matter how glib or factually 
unsupportable the message is, we are 
drawn to it like moths to flames. So 
you might as well resign yourself to 
a summer of Fox News, Politico, C2C 
Journal, and non-stop coverage of the 
battle between Hillary and The Donald 
for the soul of America.

Our exploration of this fateful contest 
begins with Trevor Shelley’s reflections 
on Tocqueville’s remarkably prescient 
hopes and fears for American democracy. 
Next up is John Robson, who understands 
why voters are mad as hell at the unholy 
choices before them, but suggests they 
should be even madder at themselves 
for the selfish, ignorant, hedonistic vote-
sellers they have become. 

Peter Shawn Taylor examines the 
parallels between the possible if not 
probable implosion of the Republican 
Party and what happened to Canada’s 

conservative movement when it cracked 
up nearly three decades ago. Luigi 
Bradizza drills deeply into the ruins of 
democracy in America, where a failed 
education system has rendered millions 
unemployable and incapable of fulfilling 
the basic responsibilities of citizenship. 
Jason Unrau provides some gonzo 
comic relief to this grim epitaph for U.S. 
exceptionalism by trying to persuade 
you that Donald Trump is, in fact, the 
apogee of American democracy and 
the pure and perfect expression of her 
exceptionalism.

There is more, including Patrick 
Keeney on the prescient work of 
cultural critic Neil Postman, who 
foretold 31 years ago what would 
happen when politics and popular 
culture became indistinguishable 
and Kim Kardashian’s latest cosmetic 
surgical enhancement became more 
important to most people than the 
latest atrocity by ISIS. Kelly Jane 
Torrance, a Canadian editor at the 
Weekly Standard, explores the parallels 
between the presidential races of 1968 
and 2016, Tim Anderson previews 
what’s in store for Canada after Clinton 
becomes the most powerful woman 
on earth since Queen Victoria, and J.J. 
McCullough investigates the ominous 
"alt right" movement of angry young 
white males, a key Trump constituency 
that may be the harbinger of a 
dangerous new radical movement in 
American democracy. 

If this all sounds too gloomy, take 
heart. The Dark Ages only lasted 
500 years after the fall of the Roman 
Empire.

Paul Bunner is the editor of C2C Journal.
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How Trump wins ..............................................32

By Kelly Jane Torrance

Islamist terror in Orlando, mass police murders in 
Dallas, angry street protests in cities across the 
United States. The specifics are different, but the 

level of political disorder compares to 1968, the year of Martin Luther 
King’s assassination and the Tet offensive in Vietnam. Republican Richard 
Nixon exploited the resulting anger and fear and won the presidential 
election that fall on a martial vow to make America safe again, beating 
Democrat Hubert Humphrey’s limp promise of appeasement. If this year’s 
campaign follows a similar trajectory, writes Kelly Jane Torrance, it could 
well put Donald Trump in the White House.

Fear of Trump and loathing of Clinton on 
campaign trail ‘16 ...........................................10
by Jason Unrau

If American political satirist Hunter S. Thompson 
were still around to offer his “gonzo” journalistic 

treatment of the 2016 U.S. presidential election campaign, he might play 
it straight because the thing is almost too weird to satirize. But Jason 
Unrau is up to the challenge, and unlike all the worry warts who liken 
the Trump-Clinton match-up to democratic Armageddon, he sees it as the 
greatest political show on earth, featuring The Donald as the saviour of 
American exceptionalism.

Why Americans yearn to be great again .....17
by Patrick Keeney

The U.S. education system has abandoned its core 
purpose of intergenerational transfer of cultural 
values, creating a nation without a unity narrative. 

Multiculturalism has replaced the melting pot as the basis for American 
social organization. And information technologies are amplifying the 
resulting social divisions and dumbing down political discourse. The 
great American social critic Neil Postman saw all this coming, writes 
Patrick Keeney, and feared it would lead his country to something like 

How conservatism can survive  
Trumpism .........................................................14

by Peter Shawn Taylor

In 1993 the Progressive Conservative Party of 
Canada disintegrated into warring tribes of right-

wing populists, Quebec nationalists, religious conservatives, libertarians 
and Red Tories. It took 13 years to reunite the right and oust the Liberals 
from power. Today the Grand Old Party of the U.S. conservative movement 
is at least as badly fractured, creating a political vacuum now occupied by 
Donald J. Trump. Whether he wins or loses in November, his xenophobia 
and protectionism will probably deepen the divisions in the Republican 
Party. And if so, writes Peter Shawn Taylor, there is much the Republican 
Party could learn from the kind of ideological and organizational rebuild 
that revived conservatism in Canada.

All the angry young white men ....................23

by J.J. McCullough

Out on the fringes of American democratic 
discourse, where some of the most reptilian 
Donald Trump supporters are basking in the 

rhetorical heat of his political incorrectness, lies the “alt-right” movement 
of young, angry, white males. They’re a pathetic lot, writes J.J. McCullough, 
but their socio-economic isolation and alienation is real, and they may 
be the vanguard of America’s next big radical – and dangerous – political 
movement. 

Democracy in America (same as it ever  
was) ...................................................................20

by Matt Bufton

Everyone who thinks the U.S. presidential contest 
between “Crooked Hillary” Clinton and “Lyin’ 

Donald” Trump is the worst choice American voters have ever faced 
should think again. Sure they’re both awful, writes Matt Bufton, but no 
worse than the parade of slave owners, warmongers, and megalomaniacs 
who have competed for the presidency in the past. 

The ruins of democracy in America ..............26

by Luigi Bradizza

Fifty-five years ago then U.S. president John F. 
Kennedy famously admonished his countrymen 
to “ask not what your country can do for you, ask 

what you can do for your country”. It is unimaginable that either of the 
candidates running for the presidency in 2016 would say such a thing. 
Too many voters now think government exists to take money from 
someone else and give it to them. This is the product of a U.S. education 
system that has forsworn America’s founding conservative ideals and 
failed to adapt to the new global economy, writes Luigi Bradizza. Thus 
millions are following Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton in a race to the 
bottom of democracy in America.

2016 presidential candidate Donald Trump.

The corrupt voter at the rotten core of 
democracy ......................................................... 7
by John Robson

"Look in the mirror,” former Alberta Premier Jim 
Prentice told voters just before they gave his government a mighty 
heave ho. Albertans had plenty of reasons to be mad at Prentice, but the 
mirror comment was the last straw. How dare he blame us for Alberta’s 
problems? But if not us, then who? Millions of Americans will elect either 
Hillary Clinton or Donald Trump president of the United States this fall. 
Both are manifestly unfit for the job and four years hence voters will be 
madder than ever. This vicious circle won’t be broken, writes John Robson, 
until voters own up to their role in it..

The sum of all Tocqueville’s fears ...................4
by Trevor Shelley

The French political philosopher Alexis de 
Tocqueville expressed great hope and admiration 
for the United States in his seminal 1835 study 

Democracy in America. In many ways the country went on to succeed 
beyond his wildest dreams as both a model for democracy and its 
greatest defender. But Tocqueville had a nightmare vision of America 
too, populated by statists and demagogues, competing for the votes of 
ignorant, irresponsible citizens. In the 2016 election campaign, writes 
Trevor Shelley, Tocqueville’s worst fears are being realized.
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Another Clinton, for better or worse ............29

by Tim Anderson and Paul Bunner

Now that the FBI has decided Hillary Clinton should 
not face criminal charges for mishandling classified 
documents on her private email server, nothing 
stands in her way winning the U.S. presidency 

except Donald Trump, and he seems to be doing his best to blow it. So we 
better get used to the idea of President Clinton II. Tim Anderson and Paul 
Bunner suffered whiplash charting all the policy and philosophy zigs and 
zags she’s taken on her path to the White House. They suggest Canadians 
buckle up; her presidency is going to be a rough ride for us.
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The sum of all  
Tocqueville’s fears

by Trevor Shelley

Nearly 200 years ago, Alexis de Tocqueville wrote in his 
famous work, Democracy in America, that electing the 
President of the United States can be considered “a 

period of national crisis.”  Tocqueville captures the experience 
as though he were writing today:

Long before the appointed moment arrives, the 
election becomes the greatest and so to speak sole 
business preoccupying minds. The factions at that time 
redouble their ardor; all the factitious passions that the 
imagination can create in a happy and tranquil country 
become agitated in broad daylight...As the election 
approaches, intrigues become more active, agitation 
more lively and more widespread. Citizens divide into 
several camps, each taking the name of its candidate. 
The entire nation falls into a feverish state; the election 
is then the daily text of public papers, the subject of 
particular conversation, the goal of all reasoning, the 
object of all thoughts, the sole interest of the present.

Plus ca change, one might say. But there is an important 
difference between contemporary America and the one 
Tocqueville visited in 1831, and it’s this: today the country 
more resembles the democracy he feared than the one he 
admired.

Tocqueville’s goal was to uncover “an image of democracy 
itself, of its penchants, its character, its prejudices, its passions”. 

America was young, brimming with energy and optimism, an 
ideal place to study “what we ought to hope or fear” from 
democracy. The French political philosopher expressed 
great hope and admiration for American democracy. Yet he 
also discerned its potential for dangerous dysfunction.  It 
is those observations that seem most prescient during this 
extraordinarily agitated American presidential election year.

We the right people
Chief among his fears for the future of American 

democracy was Tocqueville’s famous warning about the 
“tyranny of the majority”. In Volume 1 of his two-part opus, 
he writes that “It is of the very essence of democratic 
governments that the empire of the majority is absolute; for 
in democracies, outside the majority there is nothing that 
resists it.” As he argues, this “moral empire of the majority” 
rests on the idea that “there is more enlightenment and 
wisdom in many men united than in one alone”.

For Tocqueville equality was the core principle of 
modern democracies. And he understood how the will of the 
majority could trample equality for minorities. He admired 
institutional mechanisms such as the separation of powers 
and federalism the American Founders established to 
counter the tyranny of the majority, but he doubted that they 
would reliably check the influence of majoritarian thinking. 
“In America,” Tocqueville wrote, “the majority draws a 
formidable circle around thought…I do not know any country 
where, in general, less independence of mind and genuine 
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economic crisis, it has been effectively exploited by both 
Sanders – the unapologetic socialist who calls capitalism a 
“rigged game” – and to a less Marxist extent by Clinton, who 
merely calls for “reshuffling the deck”.

On the Republican side, there is even more passion 
and less reason. The reactionary legions of “Trumpkins” (in 
columnist George Will’s disdainful nomenclature) not only 
despise almost everything the Democratic progressives stand 
for, but are almost equally hostile to the “establishment” of 
their own party. 

Both sides are mad as hell at the “ruling class” atop both 
the government and corporate realms. The popular “passion 
for equality” Tocqueville identified today burns with enough 
intensity to scorch the oligarchs.

Tocqueville saw equality as the “mother idea” or “principle 
passion” in American democracy. The first 
generations of Americans, he said, had a 
“great advantage”: as there was no ancien 
regime in the New World, “they were born 
equal instead of becoming so”. 

That was then. To the extent there 
were discrepancies in wealth, Americans 
tolerated it because it seemed all had equal 
opportunity to obtain wealth. In America, 
observed Tocqueville, “most of the rich men 
were formerly poor”.

But the passion for equality never rests. 
Indeed, as equality increases, the slightest 
inequalities become ever more offensive – 
envy rises in step with the entrenchment 
of privileged classes. Wrote Tocqueville: 
“Democratic peoples love equality at all 
times, but in certain periods, they press the 
passion they feel for it to delirium.”  

Tocqueville also thought democratic 
peoples have “a natural taste for liberty” 
and “see themselves parted from it only 
with sorrow”. But their love of freedom 
paled in comparison to their lust for 

equality, for which “they have an ardent, insatiable, eternal, 
invincible passion; they want equality in freedom, and, if they 
cannot get it, they still want it in slavery. They will tolerate 
poverty, enslavement, barbarism, but they will not tolerate 
aristocracy”. Viewed from this perspective, the improbable 
successes of the Trump and Sanders campaigns start to make 
sense. 

Tocqueville probably could have predicted the rise of 
organized labour and the welfare state in the early to mid-
20th century as an equality-seeking response to the rise 
of a U.S. industrial oligarchy. Harder to anticipate was the 
subsequent collapse of American manufacturing due to 
globalization and technology, the resulting working class 
dislocation, the arrival of the knowledge economy, and 
today’s whole new structural division between the haves and 
have nots.

The newly dispossessed on the left blame business, on the 
right, government. Both sides yearn for grand answers from 
above and look to the state for solutions to their personal 

freedom of discussion reign than in America.”  
Tocqueville might have been describing the modern 

force of political correctness in American public discourse, 
particularly its stifling impact on freedom of thought, 
expression and inquiry in universities. Or the massive, erratic 
and rapid shifts in public attention and consensus, especially 
in the hothouse atmosphere of election campaigns. When 
the will of the majority is proclaimed, Tocqueville observed, 
“everyone becomes silent and friends and enemies alike then 
seem to hitch themselves to its wagon”.

Through the frantic 2016 primaries season and beyond, 
Donald Trump’s rhetoric has seemingly resided far outside 
the ordinary “circle around thought.” Indeed, his candidacy 
was initially viewed as not just a long shot, but a joke. Yet 
more than ten million registered Republicans subsequently 
voted for him, indicating a majority in the 
party have moved his way, including many 
in the GOP establishment and movement 
conservatives who once treated him as a 
pariah. Late May polls indicated he was 
also beginning to draw support from 
independents and even Democrats. 

It has taken longer for majoritarian 
certainty to coalesce on the Democratic 
side, with the pesky Bernie Sanders 
refusing to let Hillary Clinton become her 
party’s presumptive presidential nominee. 
Contemporary Democrats generally rally 
around the progressive principles of 
fairness and inclusion, and differ mainly 
in how coercive the state should be in 
pursuing these objectives. Fear of Trump 
may soon become the central tenet of 
the Democratic majority, judging from the 
increasing shrillness of Clinton’s attacks on 
Trump as dangerously incompetent and an 
instigator of “bigotry and violence”.  

Obviously, neither Trump nor Clinton are 
the first politicians to pander to the majority, 
real or imagined. Tocqueville noted the phenomenon in the 
U.S. president of his day, Andrew Jackson, a populist anti-
establishment campaigner whom some have compared 
to Trump. “General Jackson is the slave of the majority: 
he follows it in its wishes, its desires, its half-uncovered 
instincts, or rather he divines it and runs to place himself at 
its head.”  

Yet as much reason as there is to dread the tyranny of 
a Trump or Clinton majority, it would probably not be 
Tocqueville’s greatest fear if he were following the 2016 
campaign trail.

Everyone’s to blame but me
As a member of the French aristocracy, he would likely 

be more distressed by the vast well of public anger aimed 
at the political establishment and economic elites. Among 
Democrats, class envy is simmering at temperatures not 
seen in decades. Stoked by enduring certainty that financial 
industry greed and incompetence caused the 2008 global 

❝Today’s 
America 
resembles 
the 
democracy 
Tocqueville 
feared 
more than 
the one he 
admired.~
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economic and social problems. Even more ominously, some 
on both sides see the state as an instrument for seeking 
revenge against the real and imagined authors of their 
personal, community, and national misfortunes. Trump and 
Sanders explicitly cater to these demands, and Clinton has 
been drawn in the same direction. 

Tocqueville discerned how democratic peoples opted 
for greater administrative centralization over time, and it 
worried him. Indeed, his greatest fear, limned in Volume II 
of Democracy in America, was that it would lead to a sort of 
democratic despotism, which he termed “soft despotism”.

A statist in every despot
The Trump-Hitler comparisons from some of the more 

agitated precincts on the left are hyperbolic at best and 
delusional at worst, but even some on the right see at least 
a minor despot in the making. Trump’s promise is not to 
make government smaller, but to wield its power to “make 
American great again” by such means as building a giant 
wall to stop illegal Mexican immigration, banning Muslim 
immigrants, and wrapping a protectionist blanket around the 
U.S. economy. Lower taxes and the protection of individual 
freedoms make but rare appearances in his speeches (in fact 
he has advocated higher taxes for the rich), and they all but 
drowned out by his unabashedly statist promises such as 
devaluing the U.S. dollar to increase domestic exports and 
using unlimited torture to attain national security objectives.

Clinton, a self-styled “progressive who gets things done”, 
promises that her government will “be a champion for 
everyday Americans”. Among many other statist initiatives, 
she would increase public support 
for college tuition, 
kindergarten and child 
care, spend bigger on 
infrastructure, raise 
the minimum wage, 
expand gun control, and 
introduce Canadian-
style single-payer 
socialized healthcare. 

In short, the centre 
of political gravity in 
the United States has 
moved decidedly towards 
bigger government in the 
2016 election campaign. 
In Tocqueville’s words, 
it’s because an extreme 
form of “individualism” has 
taken hold,  a “sentiment 
disposing each citizen to 
isolate himself from the 
mass of those like him 
and to withdraw to one 
side with his family and 
friends, so that...he willingly 
abandons society at large to 

itself”. Acknowledging that it is “never effortless for men to 
tear themselves away from their particular affairs to occupy 
themselves with common affairs”, he worried that Americans 
would eventually weary of this effort and abandon the 
care of public affairs “to the sole visible and permanent 
representative of collective interests, which is the state”.

Tocqueville foresaw the despair that flows from abdication 
of personal and social responsibility to the state. In these 
circumstances, he writes, the individual “naturally turns his 
regard to the immense being that rises alone in the midst 
of universal debasement”. Needs and desires constantly lead 
people back toward the state, and in the end each views it as 
“the unique and necessary support for individual weakness”.  

The state meanwhile becomes populated with what 
Tocqueville labels “schoolmasters” – an apt word to describe 
the career politicians and bureaucrats dedicated to social 
and economic interventionism. While other forms of state 
tyranny “weighed enormously on some, but...did not extend 
over many”, Tocqueville imagined democratic despotism 
would be “more extensive and milder”, and would “degrade 
men without tormenting them”:

I see an innumerable crowd of like and equal men 
revolving on themselves without repose, procuring the 
small and vulgar pleasures with which they fill their 
souls.  Each, withdrawn and apart, is like a stranger to 
the destiny of all the others...Above these an immense 
tutelary power is elevated, which alone takes charge 
of assuring their enjoyments and watching over their 
fate...It willingly works for their happiness...it provides 

for their security, foresees and 
secures their needs, facilitates their 
pleasures, conducts their principal 
affairs, directs their industry, 
regulates their estates, divides their 
inheritances; can it not take away 
from them entirely the trouble of 
thinking and the pain of living?

One could hardly find a better 
description of the administrative 
state expanding into all spheres of 
life, intending to help and solve the 
problems of all. In the 2016 election 
year, it is possible to imagine either 
the Trump or Clinton campaigns 
crafting a slogan out of a promise 
to relieve Americans of “the 
trouble of thinking and the pain of 
living”. 

Trevor Shelley completed his PhD 
in political philosophy at Louisi-
ana State University. A resident of 
Calgary, his latest work, Globaliza-
tion and Liberalism: An Essay on 
Montesquieu, Tocqueville, and 
Manent, will be published this year 
by St. Augustine Press. 
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by John Robson

We have met the enemy and he is us – Pogo

What has gone wrong with democratic politics? 
Why are voters so angry that they are seriously 
considering making Donald Trump president of the 

most powerful democratic nation on earth? You can blame 
the failures of government and the arrogance of the political 
class if you like. But don’t feel smug, because the hedonism 
of voters is the real root of the problem.

Government is failing badly even by its own relatively low 
historical standards. Obviously the advanced democracies 
have not sunk to the levels of corruption and incompetence 
typical of non-Western governments. But the blind rage and 
equally blind faith behind Donald Trump, Bernie Sanders, 
Jeremy Corbyn, the Austrian presidential runoff between the 
Freedom Party and the Greens, anti-austerity riots in Greece, 
even the surge of support for the blithely ill-prepared Justin 
Trudeau, reflect citizens’ outrage that the gap between the 
state’s performance and its ambitions and powers has never 
been so wide.

Consider just a few recent stories. Puerto Rico defaulted 
on nearly half a billion dollars in bond payments in early May 
because, the governor said, “faced with the lack of liquidity to 
meet both the needs of our creditors and to provide services 
to our people, I had to choose. And I chose.” Yes. To blunder 
into bankruptcy and boast about it.

Then there’s Detroit, which emerged from the largest 
municipal bankruptcy in American history a year and a half 
ago into a private sector renaissance. But its public sector 
is still a mess. The city government is cutting off water to 
people who can’t pay their bills even with public financial 

assistance, and its schools are mired in a bribery scandal 
and closing because the city can’t pay its teachers. The 
teachers blame the city, and the city blames the state. But it’s 
government all the way down.

An hour up the I-75, and the creek, in Flint, which was 
in receivership from 2011 to 2015, the water is poisonous 
thanks to a botched cost-cutting move. City and state 
officials are under indictment and the head of the federal 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is very sorry someone 
else blew it. The American Empath-in-Chief showed up, 
sipped some filtered water, assured residents “I’ve got your 
back”, and told them the water was safe provided you’re over 
six years old and not pregnant.

Worse, Barack Obama used this photo op to hector 
Americans for their “corrosive” distrust in government instead 
of hectoring government for corrosive water in its pipes. And 
if it turns out the filtered water he daintily sampled isn’t safe 
he promised to make sure the buck stops somewhere else: 
“The scientists who work for me –  if they tell me something 
which I'm saying in front of all of those cameras, turns out to 
be wrong – that person will not have a job.” But we all know 
accountability in the public sector is just this word.

Canadians should not feel smug. Did the CBC fire anyone 
who looked the other way to protect Jian Ghomeshi? 
How about the justice system that blew his prosecution? 
Will Kathleen Wynne hold anyone accountable for her 
government’s costly, disruptive botched welfare software 
update, or the billions blown on ineffective wind and solar 
power on top of the billion-dollar gas plant scandal? Heck 
no. Raising on-peak electricity prices four hundred percent in 
13 years and crippling Ontario manufacturing sector is just 
part of a bold transition to a low-carbon economy. Woo hoo.
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Are adults in charge in Ottawa? Not remotely. The C.D. 
Howe Institute reckons the unfunded federal employee 
pension liability is now about $118 billion higher than 
the feds admit. And the latest calculations from the Fraser 
Institute indicate the Canada Pension Plan, after its heroic 
“rescue” in the 1990s by the great Liberal fiscal tag-team 
of Paul Martin and Jean Chretien, will provide a 2.1% rate 
of return for those born after 1971, compared to its peak of 
27% for those who were born before WWI. In government the 
CPP is therefore regarded as a great Canadian achievement. 
That’s why the Trudeau Liberals campaigned on increasing 
premiums and payments, and the Ontario Liberals on 
launching a provincial version. 

Across the Atlantic, the latest news from the birthplace of 
parliamentary self-government and Magna Carta is equally 
disquieting. On June 23 Britons voted to leave the European 
Union. The UK political and business establishment, which 
recommended continued support for the big cumbersome 
bureaucracy in Brussels as overlord to the big cumbersome 
bureaucracy in Whitehall, has recently admitted the EU 
migrant total in the UK is almost three times what the 
government had claimed. It’s one reason the National Health 
Service is coming apart at the seams. But hey, nobody who 
matters is being turned away from surgery or a maternity 
ward. I mean, nobody we know.

Perhaps these are details. But consider the bigger picture. 
The disappearance of opportunity. The infamous shrinking 
middle class. An economy that performs like it’s in recession 
when it isn’t, no matter how much borrowed stimulus money 
governments throw at it or how low they force interest rates 
and then gape in horror at a housing market bubble. And the 
state hails family breakdown as progress toward personal 

liberation as though Brave New World was an operating 
manual not a warning, and satire becomes redundant in the 
face of Barack Obama’s stirring call to close the “diaper gap”.

There is almost nothing government can do right, and 
almost nothing it doesn’t insist on doing anyway. Even its 
vaunted war on obesity has coincided with unprecedented 
weight gain, yet it trots out food guide after labeling 
requirement with the same fatuous air of “This time for sure.”

From Obamacare to Trudeaucratic electoral reform, 
government is clearly not reining in its ambitions. When by 
any rational standard it should be retrenching, the dynamics 
of the political bidding war just keep making it worse. But 
are those discriminatory little signs with women in dresses 
on bathroom doors really what’s bothering people?

Obviously you can find examples of public 
maladministration from Nero to Grant to Mackenzie King. 
But they used to be more episodic and democratically self-
correcting, with the “ins” afraid voters would turn to the 
“outs” to clean up the mess. By now it’s clear that established 
parties, in or out, are part of the self-satisfied system and 
part of the problem. Take the deadlock between Obama 
and the Republicans over U.S. budgets. Neither could cope, 
neither really cared, and the national debt doubled to $20 
trillion. Mitch McConnell and Harry Reid really are Tweedle 
Smug and Tweedle Snide.

It is as if the political class and the public interest live in 
parallel universes. Public sector compensation rises steadily 
without even a convincing pretense at restraint. Policy 
problems keep getting worse, and notwithstanding the 
ubiquity of public apologies for alleged historical wrongs, 
political contrition in real time is as rare as a climate change 
heretic at a Sierra Club fundraiser. From Justin Trudeau’s 
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deficit projections to Mike Duffy’s expense claims, there is 
no broken promise or moral transgression that can’t be 
papered over with lies and excuses, or simply shrugged off. 
At the end of Hillary Clinton’s trail of mendacity and denial 
– from her private email server to the Benghazi cover-up 
to enabling her husband’s sexual harassment of low-status 
women (“vast right-wing conspiracy”) to the Whitewater and 
Clinton charity scandals – Democratic party officials couldn’t 
be more pleased with her because she’s a woman. Historic!

As Bob Dole asked plaintively a decade ago, where’s the 
outrage? Once upon a time politicians, however slippery, 
were afraid of our judgement of their moral lapses. It’s 
hard to believe today that Richard Nixon’s downfall over 
Watergate was significantly accelerated by Middle America’s 
dismay at the Oval Office potty-mouth language revealed in 
the famous tapes. Or that his own party felt obliged to cut 
him loose for abuses of power and general repulsiveness, or 
at least for fear of what voters would think of them.

Nowadays the general view is that if my tribe is 
pummeling yours and the boodle keeps coming, you can 
do and say what you like. Politicians exploit sophisticated 
data-mining techniques to push our hot buttons including, 
I submit, the Canadian Conservatives under Stephen Harper, 
who took perverse delight in being frustrated by court rulings 
that made for great fundraising letters. But if we didn’t have 
so many red-hot buttons, they couldn’t push them like that.

In a thoughtful piece on the discontents behind Trumpism, 
liberal New York Times columnist David Brooks talked about 
the growing marginalization of less educated males, which 
neither government policy nor the political class has even 
acknowledged. And as Mercatornet editor Michael Cook 
recently noted, people with disorderly lives stemming from 
broken homes often support intellectually and politically 
disorderly figures like Trump, who give voice to their 
resentful sense of entitlement.

It is the spirit of the age. For decades we’ve been 
encouraged, though typically not by Republicans or 
philosophical conservatives, to “let it all 
hang out,” indulge our urges rather than 
“repress” them, shrug off restraints, break 
taboos, flaunt tattoos, and challenge stigmas. 
Like the decadent and flatulent Rabelaisian 
giant Pantagruel, generally we live up to 
his motto “Do what thou wilt.” And we too 
often vote that way too, for candidates who 
give us money, stroke our egos, advance our 
tribe, annoy our enemies real or imagined, 
and generally tell us we are badly done to 
and have a right to free stuff with a side of 
revenge.

Donald Trump is currently the hideous 
poster boy for this sort of politics. But to focus 
too much on his repellent countenance blinds 
us to the deterioration of political decorum 
on all sides. Brooks suggested the GOP faces 
a “McCarthy moment” where history will judge 
people by their stand on Trump. Fair enough. 

To turn away from him, even at the cost of losing an election, 
would reflect well on conservatives, indicating they still have 
consciences and can admit their mistakes. But the Democrats 
never had a moment of truth over Bill Clinton’s perjury and 
impeachment. Instead they gave us the foul-mouthed “Ragin’ 
Cajun” James Carville’s famous grounds for acquittal: “Drag 
a hundred-dollar bill through a trailer park, you never know 
what you'll find.” Talk about blaming the victim. And having 
it work.

You might suppose, watching Canadian or American 
elections, that large numbers of people still believe in 
government. Certainly they vote for parties that do. But what 
voters believe in is parties as tribal entities, not organizations 
designed to deliver responsible government. That idea was 
still held in high esteem as late as the 1970s, but it was 
almost completely absent from last year’s Canadian federal 
election, which was mainly an expression of tribal hate for 
the “Harper government” and tribal love for Trudeau’s banal 
promise to be everything the Harper regime was not. 

It was anything but a reasoned choice by an informed 
electorate. As John Pepall cuttingly observed this February: 
“No one could think [Justin Trudeau] went into politics 
because he had been thinking a lot about government 
and how to get it right.” Yet the Liberal masses were not 
embarrassed to vote for someone just because he made them 
feel good, just as too many Tories were not embarrassed to 
vote for someone who pandered to their basest instincts. 

So what is to be done? The simple, though not easy, 
answer is that we voters have to raise our own standards.

It was long understood that “self-government” had 
a critical double meaning. In order to govern ourselves 
effectively as a community we had first to govern ourselves 
effectively as individuals. As citizens we must not seek to 
plunder the public treasury for personal gain or seek to 
advance our partisan cause by shameful means. As George W. 
Bush put it in his second inaugural, “Self-government relies, 
in essence, on the government of the self.” But he never 

vetoed a spending bill. It was just talk.
Old talk.  The century-old lyrics in 

America the Beautiful  say “Confirm 
thy soul in self-control / Thy liberty 
in law!” In 1847 Daniel Webster 
said “Liberty exists in proportion to 
wholesome restraint.” Following George 
Washington’s first inaugural address in 
1789 where he spoke of an “indissoluble 
union between virtue and happiness”, 
James Madison replied: “If individuals 
be not influenced by moral principles; it 
is in vain to look for public virtue”. And 
while the great 19th century historian 
of freedom Lord Acton was best known 
for his pithy warning about absolute 
power and corruption, he also wrote that 
“Although the doctrine of self-reliance 
and self-denial which is the foundation 
of political economy, was written as 

❝There is 
almost nothing 
government 
can do right, 
and almost 
nothing it 
doesn’t insist 
on doing 
anyway.~
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legibly in the New Testament as in the Wealth of Nations, it 
was not recognized until our age.” It has since been forgotten.

Consider an intriguing proposal by George Mason 
University Law professor Ilya Somin on the Washington 
Post’s “Volokh Conspiracy” blog. He suggested the GOP could 
deny Trump the nomination by adopting a resolution at their 
July convention forbidding any delegate from voting for a 
candidate who threatened or advocated violence to advance 
his or her candidacy, as Trump has done repeatedly. So 
they should. But would his supporters display “wholesome 
restraint”, or burn down the Quicken Loans Arena in 
Cleveland? (Yes, that really is the name of the place the 
Republicans are having their convention. And why not, given 
the state of public and private finances there?)

Democrats are no more discerning or restrained. If they 
were, they would renounce the hollow liar Clinton and 
repudiate the socialist Sanders whose promises, by one 

credible count, would more than double the national debt in 
a decade, adding a crushing $21 trillion. Instead, Clintonites 
are blind, deaf and dumb to their candidate’s manifest 
unfitness for public office, and Sanders’ army of social justice 
warriors are as likely as Trump’s backers to riot at their party 
convention if they don’t get the world and get it now now 
now NOW!

It’s not them. It’s us. As Edmund Burke said “Somewhere 
there must be a control upon will and appetite; and the less 
of it there is within, the more there must be without.” If voters 
will not control themselves and their governments, we will 
get big bad government, headed by menacing buffoons like 
Donald Trump or slick liars like Hillary Clinton.

John Robson is a documentary filmmaker, National Post columnist, 
invited professor at the University of Ottawa and Commentator at 
Large with CFRA 580 in Ottawa. Support his work at johnrobson.ca

by Jason Unrau

American political satirist Hunter S. Thompson covered 
the 1972 U.S. presidential election in a series of articles 
for Rolling Stone magazine that were eventually 

compiled in a book titled Fear and Loathing on the Campaign 
Trail ’72. Thompson’s “gonzo” journalistic treatment of the 
Democratic primaries and George McGovern’s disastrous 
campaign against Republican nominee Richard Nixon was 
both hilarious and insightful. He contended that McGovern’s 
single biggest mistake was making U.S. withdrawal from 

Vietnam his main campaign focus and using overheated 
pacifist rhetoric to defend his position.

Fast forward 44 years to this year’s presidential campaign. 
If Thompson were still around (and had not drunk and 
drugged himself into an early grave), what would he make of 
Donald J. Trump? At least as polarizing a figure as McGovern, 
armed with much less rhetorical restraint, Trump seems the 
embodiment of Thompson’s famous quote: “When the going 
gets weird, the weird turn professional.”

The absolute focus on “making America great again”, and 

Fear of Trump  
and loathing of Clinton 
on campaign trail ‘16
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the hammer-and-tong bashing of 
anyone who stands in his way, has 
been Trump’s ground game from 
day one. He seems completely 
unscripted and authentic – no 
ordinary politician would say the 
things he does – and people love 
him for it. His stadium rallies across 
the U.S. are filled to overflowing by 
adoring “Trumpkins”, while outside 
his equally passionate enemies 
beat up his supporters and trash 
police cars. No matter how racist, 
sexist, untrue or just plain weird 
his daily pronouncements are 
judged by an incredulous media, he 
won’t be deterred, is unapologetic, 
doubles down and somehow lives to 
fight another day.

The apogee of American 
democracy

Why is a reality television star, best-selling 
author, real estate mogul and former beauty 
pageant proprietor a legitimate contender for 
the presidency? Because Trump represents the 
American Dream, in technicolor. He is populism 
on steroids, Willie Loman with cojones, the 
consummate political outsider, and in the land 
of the exceptional it's this most unexceptional, 
almost hackneyed persona that is resonating.

Dismissed in the early going as a joke candidate in 
the same league as the ‘The Rent is Too High’ YouTube 
sensation Jimmy McMillan, Trump went on to defeat all the 
Grand Old Party comers, a field of 16 that included well-
organized and financed political professionals Jeb Bush, 
Ted Cruz, John Kasich and Marco Rubio. Since few of his 
policy positions were recognizably Republican or rooted in 
anything resembling mainstream conservative philosophy, 
the party establishment and most of its intellectuals wanted 
nothing to do with him – until polls began suggesting he 
might be competitive with the presumptive Democratic 
nominee Hillary Clinton. Then the party grandees, eventually 
including powerful House Leader Paul Ryan, slowly and 
reluctantly started to come onside.

Trump seemed not to care if he got these lukewarm 
endorsements or not. The primary source of his support 
is widespread public antipathy towards the political 
“establishment” in all its manifestations. This includes, 
according to Trump, the media, the wealthy, the highly 
educated, Democratic and Republican politicians, and “the 
lawyers, the lobbyists, [and] Hillary…” who don’t like him or 
all the “beautiful people” who support him.

Beautiful or not, some 13 million Americans voted 
for him in the primaries, and polls suggest many millions 
more favour him for the presidency. It’s not clear whether 
Trumpism is the product of a sophisticated political machine 

or one man’s gut political instincts 
or some combination of the two, 
but it is clear that it’s a riotous 
mash-up of capitalism, democracy, 
and entertainment that has 
generated the biggest stockpile 
of earned media the world has 
ever seen. And the more that 
earned media is negative, the 
better Trump seems to do in the 
polls.

The Donald is hardly the first 
American politician to transform 
celebrity fame into political 
fortune, but unlike Arnold 
Schwarzenegger, Jesse Ventura, 
Sonny Bono, or Clint Eastwood – 
he’s the first to do it by torqueing 
up his performance instead of 
toning it down. He has authored 
an epic narrative pitting a rookie 

political Horatio Alger against the almighty 
former first lady, senator, and Secretary of State 
Clinton. It’s Seabiscuit vs. War Admiral, Balboa 
vs Creed, Skywalker vs Vader for 21st century 
American politics. The looming contest is so 
American, the apples are spilling from the pie.

Adhering to the all-American wager of 
putting your money where your mouth is, 
Trump’s primary campaign was almost entirely 
self-funded. His stadium rallies generate $25 
a head and produce hundreds of thousands of 

newly registered voters. In keeping with his mission to Make 
America Great Again, by democracy’s yardstick he’s made it 
better already.

True lies
Trump has also reclaimed some public space for America’s 

most cherished principle – free expression, enshrined in 
the First Amendment – by saying things his competition 
wouldn’t dare, but what his growing legions of supporters 
have been thinking all along. Whether it’s clamping down 
on illegal immigration, linking Islamic terrorism to Islam, 
or the tremendous loss of American jobs to cheap foreign 
labour and the toll it’s taken on the U.S. economy, Trump is 
speaking at least half-truths to power and hitting a primal 
sweet spot in voters’ minds. His idea to build a wall at the 
Mexican border to staunch the flow of illegals illustrates 
his genius for growing a kernel of truth into a beanstalk of 
ambition. He’s really just proposing to finish the job started 
at Tijuana where a wall already exists, and replacing border 
patrols and fences elsewhere in Texas and New Mexico with 
something more substantial.

Perhaps the most exceptional aspect of Trump 
presidential gambit is that he doesn’t need the hassle 
of politics or its spoils. He is certainly not doing it for the 
$400,000 a year presidential salary, and so far all attempts 
to brand him as an evil, power-mad Hitlerian megalomaniac 

❝Trump 
represents 
the American 
Dream, in 
technicolor~
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have failed. No matter how vehemently 
they disagree with his policy proposals 
or despise his seemingly uncontrollable 
rudeness and vulgarity, most Trump-haters 
concede that his motive for running seems 
fairly altruistic: a proud if misguided 
American patriot who genuinely wants to 
restore U.S. economic and military power 
and prestige.

If anyone looks like a power-mad 
schemer, it’s Clinton. Thwarted in her lust 
for the presidency eight years ago by Barack 
Obama, 2016 is her last shot at the Oval 
Office. Plus 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue is 
the coolest crib she’s ever known whereas 
if Trump wins, he will be downsizing from 
his Spanish revival Mar-a-lago mansion in 
Florida, or his Louise XIV-inspired, gold-
embossed super condo in Manhattan.

For the wealthy and those who aspire to 
wealth, owning a membership at the local 
golf and country club is a sort of status 
symbol, like fancy houses and cars. The 
Donald has 17 memberships at golf courses 
he owns outright: a dozen in America, a pair 
in Dubai, another pair in Scotland and one 
in Ireland. When he decides to play a round 
at his Emerald Isle links, he can hop on his 
private 757 jet in New York and be teeing 
off there in a few hours. As an awestruck 
female contestant on Trump’s reality TV 
show The Apprentice once gushed, “He’s the mack-daddy.” 
Rap slang for pimp, the United States of America may soon 
become the first country in the world to elect a mack-daddy 
as president.

But a preponderance of female voters are leery of that 
idea, according to the polls. Many see the thrice-married 
Trump as a misogynist, an impression he exacerbated by 
saying women who get abortions should be jailed and by 
suggesting Fox News host Megyn Kelly was hormonally 
unhinged when she asked him some tough questions. So 
far, those two incidents mark the only times Trump has 
backtracked and apologized for comments made on the 
campaign trail. It suggests that his alleged weakness with 
female voters is real, and that the candidate and his handlers 
know it. Indeed, the Trump campaign has tried to neutralize 
his negatives with women by vigorously accusing Hillary 
of collaborating in attempts to cover up her husband’s 
numerous infidelities.

The Trump counter-revolution
Still, the politically incorrect alpha male is an indelible 

part of Trump’s brand. There are even reports of young males, 
inspired by The Donald, giving up drugs, booze and indolence 
so as to imitate his abstemiousness, entrepreneurialism, and 
familial devotion. Insofar as “making American great again” 
implies a return to an earlier political, economic and cultural 

time, it’s part of a consistent message aimed at voters who 
are unhappy with some aspects of the modernist, progressive 
status quo.

Inevitably this counter-revolutionary beacon has 
attracted a few bugs including long time Klu Klux Klan 
leader David Duke and the noisy, belligerent, beer-fueled 
Bikers for Trump. He has a few slightly less embarrassing 
celebrity endorsements: Indiana Hoosiers coach Bobby 
Knight and golf legend Jack Nicklaus are among the 
notables. Then there’s the mixed blessings from reality TV 
B-listers like the hairy Christians in the Duck Dynasty clan 
and Jesse James of West Coast Choppers. Here is James’ 
ode to Trump, typos and all, from a January 17 Facebook 
post:

He is respectful to the little guy (which shows he worked 
hard to get where he is) and he is also tough as nails 
when he needs to be. The people he will appoint to key 
top positions will be top shelf, and you can bank if they 
don't perform? They will get the boot. Lastly the best 
quality I observed about Donald Trump is being a dad. 
This is by far his strongest quality. Ivanka is an super 
smart, driven woman. The shakes your hand firm and 
looks you in the eye when she talks to you. Donald Jr. 
Also has the same smarts and drive, but is also a pretty 
regular guy that has a "almost" restored 69' Camaro and 
loves to long range shoot (don't let anyone know I told 
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you that). The poise in these two shows a lot in their 
parents. I think we are lucky to have his kids as part of 
the deal.

Even Hunter S. Thompson would have been hard pressed 
to imagine or explain the appeal of Trumpism, but a much 
earlier chronicler of American democracy might have 
predicted it. Nearly two centuries ago Alexis de Tocqueville 
reported in his famous two-volume work Democracy in 
America that individualism, free markets, hard work and 
making money were key to American greatness because they 
allowed people to transcend the rigid class hierarchies that 
prevailed in Europe. Granted Trump won the lottery twice 
– by being born in America and into wealthy family – but 
by any objective measure of success in business, television, 
writing and now politics, Trump is very much a winner, 
earning his fame, fortune, and status as an avatar of modern 
American exceptionalism. Perhaps African-American rapper-
turned-actor Ice Cube said it best: “Donald Trump is what 
Americans aspire to be – rich, powerful, do what you want to 
do, say what you want to say.”

Ironically, Tocqueville’s idea that America was 
exceptional among nations because of its liberty, democracy, 
equality and abundant natural resources was acknowledged 
by Marxists in the American Communist Party. They saw the 
United States as immune to determinist economics because 
of these qualities, and it is said that Josef Stalin purged 

these useful idiots from his American 
political proxy for pointing out the 
obvious.

Like the Tea Party movement 
he has effectively taken over and 
expanded, Trump is essentially 
calling for a revival of American 
exceptionalism. In his simplistic 
world view, communism or something 
much like it has burrowed into the 
economic and political foundations 
of the U.S., leaving it weak, impotent 
and vulnerable. When he mocked 
Senator John McCain for being a POW 
“loser” in Vietnam, he was implicitly 
arguing that the rot dates back as far 
as the 1960s. And Trump’s promise 
to take care of wounded veterans, 
particularly those of America’s 
foundering conflicts this century in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, has attracted 
more veterans to his fold than turned 
them away.

Although the late libertarian 
essayist Christopher Hitchens 
described the United States as sui 
generis, in that its founding document 
explicitly separates church and 
state, it remains the most Christian 
of western developed nations. 
The godless Trump is an unlikely 

champion for the religious right but they instinctively trust 
him more than Clinton thanks to her militant secularism 
and his clumsy outreach on abortion and vow to defend 
them from secular crusades like the war on Christmas: 
“You're going to see Merry Christmas in department stores, 
believe me.”

Ronald Reagan, another Hollywood B-lister who 
endured similar ‘mission impossible’ criticism and character 
assassination during his run for president, ended up a two-
termer who won the Cold War. He too ran on a promise 
to “make America great again”, and there are echoes of 
his ‘peace through strength’ motto in Trump’s vow that 
“our military will be so strong, nobody will mess with us”. 
Is Trump the next Reagan, an underestimated simple-
minded chump who will beat the odds and become the 
next president because his message scores a direct bulls-
eye on voters’ nostalgia, fear and yearning for American 
exceptionalism? We’ll see. In the meantime somewhere 
Hunter S. Thompson is fumbling for a smoke in his grave 
and muttering “Jesus! Where will it end? How low do you 
have to stoop in this country to be President?”

Jason Unrau is an Ottawa writer and admirer of Thompson, Toc-
queville and Trump.
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by Peter Shawn Taylor

"We must, as a nation, become more 
unpredictable."

This may be the truest and least 
controversial statement Donald 
Trump has made throughout his 

tumultuous run for president. Whatever 
the result of the November election, 
American politics − and in particular the 
cohesion and ideological character of the 
Republican party − has never seemed more 
fluid and less predictable than right now.

Trump's polarizing ideas and deliberate 
hostility towards key voting blocs such as 
women, Blacks and Hispanics, has turned 
the once-unlikely scenario of a third 
straight term in the White House for a 
Democrat, something that hasn't happened 
since the 1940s, into a strong bet come 
November. That a candidate as personally 
unpopular and fraught with baggage as 
Hillary Clinton should be the beneficiary of 
such a situation makes this turnaround all 
the more remarkable.

Presumptive nominee Trump, a populist 
rabble-rouser extraordinaire, has also destabilized 
the Republican Party's policy foundation. His platform 
scorns much of the party's traditional core values dating 
back to the Reagan era: free trade, immigration, entitlement 
reform and American internationalism. In its place he offers 
protectionism and punitive tariffs, border walls magically 
paid for by neighbours, invoices sent to military allies and a 
guarantee Social Security will never be touched. It is a bitter 
pill to swallow for many conservatives.

Perhaps even more significant, his abrasiveness 
undermines the respect for the establishment that is 
emblematic of modern Republicanism. For an organization 
that's long prided itself on orderly succession plans and 
candidates who wait their turn − Democrats fall in love, 
Republicans fall in line, the adage goes − Trump is fracturing 
the bedrock of American political conservatism. And its 
adherents are making their displeasure known.

Bushes both elder and junior have said they won't 
campaign on Trump's behalf. Former Republican presidential 
nominee Mitt Romney called Trump a "fraud" and a "phony." 
Republican House Leader Paul Ryan dawdled for weeks 
before offering up a tepid and grudging endorsement of his 
own party's nominee. Then, after Trump questioned the bias 
of a judge because of his Mexican heritage, Ryan called the 
comment “racist” but did not disavow his candidate. And after 
Trump repeated his vow to suspend Muslim immigration 
following the Islamist-inspired massacre in a Florida gay bar, 
Ryan again repudiated his candidate’s position.

Even talk radio, typically a reliable bastion of support for 
the Republican party, is also deeply split over the prospect 
of a Trump presidency, with well-known right-wing hosts 

How conservatism 
can survive 
Trumpism

such as Glenn Beck disavowing his campaign. Conservative 
Washington Post columnist George F. Will has written that 
loyal Republicans have a duty to ensure Trump actually loses 
every state in November, calling it "condign punishment 
for his comprehensive disdain for conservative essentials." 
Unless the party actively works to ensure Trump's defeat, 
Will predicts voter antipathy towards the candidate could 
bring down the entire Republican party edifice, including 
the loss of majorities in the Senate and House. For many 
conservatives, the prospect of another Clinton presidency 
has become preferable to the potential ruination of the 
Republican brand at the hands of Trump.

Success, of course, has a way of papering over differences. 
If Trump is triumphant in November − perhaps by winning 
vote-rich, blue collar and traditionally Democratic states 
such as Pennsylvania and Michigan with his tonic of angry 
populism − and carries the rest of the party along on his 
solid gold coat-tails, much will be forgiven.

For now, however, the American conservative movement 
appears closer to breaking apart than breaking out in song. 
The least predictable aspect of the 2016 presidential election 
is the future cohesiveness and coherence of Republicanism 
itself. Given the animosity Trump has stirred with his party 
and his iconoclastic approach to policy, some experts predict 
the party faces a devastating rupture in the wake of a 
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Trump defeat. If this proves the case, Canadian 
conservatives have some lessons to offer their 
ideological cousins to the south. They've been 
there before.

Déjà vu for Canadian conservatives
The 1993 election stands as the biggest Dear John letter 

in Canadian political history. From a comfortable majority 
of 156 seats, the Progressive Conservative (PC) party was 
reduced to an embarrassing two-seat toehold in Parliament 
as conservative voters abandoned the party en masse. In an 
instant Brian Mulroney's grand coalition of central Canadian 
business interests, Quebec nationalists and western populists 
blew apart: in its place two regionally dominant and proudly 
un-centrist parties − Reform and Bloc Québécois − gloating 
over the squashed remains of the middle-of-the-road PCs.

This break-up of the Canadian conservative movement 
has been much picked over. As has the 13 long years 
conservatives spent in the political wilderness fighting 
amongst themselves while the Liberals ran the country, 
before finally coming together to create a new Conservative 
Party and win the 2006 election. Within the collapse and 
reformation of the Canadian conservative movement lies 
some important insights for Republicans contemplating the 
potential crack-up of their own party in the Trump era and 
beyond.

There are, of course, also some significant differences 
in how political disagreements play out on either side of 
the border; a quick nod to comparative politics is in order. 
"Canadian political parties tend to be quite rigid and difficult 
to change, so disaffected voters are more likely to break 
away and form new parties," observes Peter Woolstencroft, a 
retired political science professor at University of Waterloo 
and a long-time PC organizer in southwestern Ontario. 
This process of musical chairs is particularly evident on the 
political right. The oxymoronic Progressive Conservative 
party was the result of a 1942 merger between traditional 
Conservatives and agrarian Progressives. Alberta's 
opposition Wildrose Party has only been around since 2008. 
The Saskatchewan Party, in power since 2007, was born just 
ten years earlier. Coalition Avenir Québec, the third party in 
Quebec's legislature, appeared in 2011, a year later merging 
with Action démocratique du Québec.

The U.S., on the other hand, hasn't seen the creation of 
a major new party capable of seizing power at the federal 
or state level since before the Civil War. This is because 
American politics is dominated by decisions made at local 
and state levels. Consider, for example, the tremendous 
diversity (and associated incomprehensibility) of rules for 
presidential primaries across states. This is indicative of the 
distinct bottom-up nature of U.S. political discourse. The two 
parties are also quite flexible in membership rules and it 
is common for voters to change their registration in order 
to vote in the other party's primary. "Disaffected U.S. voters 
have a much greater ability to change their own party from 
inside," says Woolstencroft. "And so ideological differences 
are resolved within existing parties rather than through 
the creation of new ones − as Trump's take over of the 
Republican party demonstrates." The winner-take-all aspect 
of the presidential race also forces voters to pick from one 
of the two established parties. If Canadian politics followed 
the American model, motivated western conservatives could 
have quickly taken over the PC party and recalibrated it from 
within shortly after the 1993 debacle, rather than decamping 
to the Reform Party.

Despite these fundamental differences, some American 
experts speculate the Trump effect could be so great as to 
create a Canadian-style disintegration. Lewis Gould is an 
historian at Monmouth College in Illinois and author of 
Grand Old Party, an authoritative history of the Republicans. 
He admits the GOP has faced its share of ruptures since 
the party's creation in 1854 as a northern-based, anti-
slavery party. Most notable was the 1912 election when 
former Republican president Theodore Roosevelt ran as an 
independent, thus delivering victory to long-shot Democrat 
candidate Woodrow Wilson. But the Trump experience looks 
very different from these previous problems, he says in an 
interview. "This is a much more ideological challenge for the 
party than anything that has ever happened before. Trump is 
so opposed to what modern Republicans believe in that it's 
hard to see how they will ever be able to bring it all back 
together."

If the Republican party does shatter into several pieces 
after the election − angry Trump populists, establishment 
free-traders, social conservatives, Tea Partiers etc. − and finds 
itself in the political wilderness, the Canadian conservative 
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It takes some purging to escape purgatory
Perhaps not surprisingly, former PCs tend to consider 

the problems with match-making as more of an issue with 
Reform policies than PC personalities. "Time spent in the 

wilderness has to be spent going through 
policy options and creating a viable 
alternative to the party in power that 
are reflective of traditional conservative 
principles," says Hugh Segal, the long-time 
federal PC political fixture, former Senator 
and now Master of Massey College at the 
University of Toronto. For a Red Tory such 
as Segal, 'traditional conservative principles' 
means dropping anything suggestive of 
western populism and learning how to 
woo Ontario and Quebec. "Reform had 
to moderate itself if there was going to 
be a conservative government in Canada 
ever again. And to their credit, that's the 

conclusion they finally came to," says Segal. "I suspect the 
Republican party will face the same challenges when it goes 
through its own rebuilding process."

This lingering debate over why conservatives took so 
long to get back together − Joe Clark's obstreperousness 
or Reform's deeply-held populism − offers ample evidence 
of the animosity that once animated these discussions. The 
old divisions never entirely went away and could re-emerge 
in the upcoming Conservative Party leadership contest. 
But internecine feuds and personality conflicts inevitably 
prolong the agony of defeat. Conservatives should know this 
and Republicans may soon discover it. It's hard to imagine 
establishment figures such as the Bushes or Romney 
reaching out to make nice with Trump any time soon.

(It's also interesting to consider why Canada's Liberal 
party seems immune to these sorts of ideological break-
ups. Segal says the reason is simple: they have no ideology 
over which to disagree. "Unlike conservatives, Liberals are 
not driven by a philosophical vision of government. They 
are driven by what works. Liberal has always been the 

experience will prove useful.

Lessons from the Great Right North
The first lesson is to spend time on enforced vacation 

wisely. Political purgatory offers parties an opportunity to 
be creative and rethink fundamental principles and policies. 
"Reform innovated like crazy," following the collapse of the 
PCs, recalls Tom Flanagan, University of Calgary political 
science professor and key backroom figure in the Reform, 
Canadian Alliance and Conservative movements. The result 
of Reform's robust policy-making process was a host of new 
ideas sprung upon the Canadian voting public, including a 
harder-edged approach to balanced budgets, grass roots 
democratic principles and tougher stands on crime and 
Quebec separatism. Banishment from electoral relevance 
also provided motivation to invest in political organization. 
One result was the Conservative party's vaunted 
Constituency Information Management System, a database 
that allowed them to keep tabs on huge numbers of voters 
and potential donors and provided an important leg up on 
political competitors in subsequent elections.

All this innovation proved necessary. "We finally won 
the 2006 election because we were good 
at one thing − correcting our previous 
mistakes," Flanagan wrote in Harper's Team, 
his history of the rebirth of the conservative 
movement that culminated in the first of 
Stephen Harper's three federal victories at 
the head of the reborn Conservative party. 
Of note, the winning 2006 platform was 
tightly focused on pocket-book issues such 
as child care and lower taxes, and hence 
was dramatically different from Mulroney's 
penchant for big sweeping initiatives such 
as free trade, GST and constitutional reform 
that had left Canadian voters weary of the 
PCs.

Learning from mistakes can be more difficult than it 
sounds, however. After their 2012 defeat by Barack Obama, 
the Republican party vowed to mount a comeback in 2016 
via an exhaustive post-election autopsy meant to correct 
previous platform errors. The resulting report by the 
Republican National Committee recommends, for example, 
paying much greater attention to the "women problem" as 
well as to Hispanics and Blacks. It also suggests openness to 
immigrants and a softer and more caring side to its policies. 
Reading the Republican 2012 election post-mortem through 
upside-down glasses gives you a pretty close approximation 
of the 2016 Trump platform. On nearly every demographic 
and strategic issue, he is diametrically opposed to what 
the party brass recommends. This is partly because the 
Republican National Committee exerts little effective control 
over the party due to the diffuse nature of American politics. 
But widespread hubris among the Republican establishment 
also plays a large role. "Republicans have always believed 
they are the country's natural governing party," says Gould. "If 
they get their clocks cleaned in November can they embark 

on an effective soul-searching journey? That remains to be 
seen."

One of the biggest roadblocks to restoring political 
unity is overcoming the personal animosity that motivated 
the break-up in the first place. "It certainly didn't need 
to take so long," says Adam Daifallah of the decade-
long process to unite the Canadian right. Daifallah is co-
author of several manifestos in the 2000s that exhorted 
the Canadian conservative movement back to wholeness, 
including Gritlock and Rescuing Canada's Right. He figures a 
merged party was possible as early as the 2000 election if 
the issues of personality could have been overcome more 
quickly: "Unfortunately you had [former PC leader] Joe Clark, 
who was so recalcitrant towards Reform." Not until Clark was 
removed as leader was the PC party able to contemplate a 
union with their conservative cousins.

❝Democrats 
fall in love, 
Republicans 
fall in line 
– until 
Trump.~



by Patrick Keeney

In 1989, after the unforeseen fall of the Berlin Wall, a 
baffled American diplomat who had long been stationed 
in Germany was asked for his expert opinion on what the 

wall coming down ultimately meant. His rueful answer was 
that it meant there were no longer any experts on Germany.

Donald Trump presents us with a similar conundrum. How 
to explain his extraordinary rise? In absolute defiance of 
conventional wisdom, the billionaire real estate developer 
and reality TV star has captured the leadership of the 
Republican Party, altered the American political conversation, 
and completely befuddled the commentariat.

Trump is neither a liberal nor a conservative, but a 

populist outsider, whose politics fit uneasily into any of the 
standard categories. His pronouncements on, say, torture, 
Mexican rapists, and Muslim terrorists, not to mention his 
general arrogance, vulgarity, and bombast, offend both the 
left and right. Yet he nevertheless embodies the political 
hopes of millions of Americans. How then to explain his 
popularity?

Most attempts to understand the Trump phenomenon 
rely on one or more of three themes. The first is that the 
Republican party elite has lost touch with their base. 
Traditional supporters are furious with the party leadership, 
who, like their rivals in the Democratic party, are beholden 
to a Washington web of lobbyists, special interests and 

Why Americans yearn to be 
great again
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managerial option in Canadian politics.")
Finally, revitalizing a conservative movement that 

has gotten off track will inevitably require a course 
correction towards the vote-rich centre. Among his "Ten 
Commandments of Conservative Campaigning" that 
concludes Harper's Team, Flanagan lists the virtues of 
moderation, inclusion and incrementalism. The process 
behind conservatives’ ultimate return to power in Canada 
consisted, in large part, of jettisoning what once seemed 
to be core Reform tenets, such as a one-member-one-vote 
leadership process and a commitment to a Triple-E Senate, 
in favour of more centrist policies meant to appeal to the 
median voter. "The net result was a reconstitution of the 
old Conservative Party, but under new management," says 
Flanagan.

A Republican party that drifted far from the centre 
during its neoconservative, Tea Party and now Trump eras, 
also seems in need of a realignment if it hopes to recapture 
the middle ground. As David Frum, former George W. Bush 
speech writer and a key figure in early Canadian unite-
the-right efforts, observed earlier this year in The Atlantic 
magazine "the plutocratic cast of Republican politics since 

2009" no longer resonates with average Americans. "The job 
ahead, post-November," he writes, "is to build a new kind of 
conservative politics − a politics with broader social appeal." 
Such a solution could provide a permanent home for Trump's 
anxious adherents without alienating traditional Republicans 
or other necessary voting blocs.

So what are the ultimate lessons of the Canadian 
conservative crack-up? Learn from your mistakes, get along 
with others, make new friends and play in the middle. This 
might sound like the sort of things everyone was supposed 
to learn in kindergarten. Yet it took Canadian conservatives 
a very long time to grasp these simple truths. If the 
Republicans find themselves falling apart after the 2016 
presidential election, it's the same advice they'll need to 
rely upon.

"Party splits can be very creative," adds Flanagan, "but 
sooner or later you get back to the old model, which has 
developed over time for good reason." That reason being: 
winning elections.

Peter Shawn Taylor is editor-at-large of Maclean's. He lives in 
Waterloo.



cronyism. On issues which most Republicans consider 
fundamental, such as the need to control immigration, 
GOP lawmakers have proposed legislation which is 
indistinguishable from their Democratic counterparts. The 
base feels betrayed and Trump is the beneficiary. As a party 
outsider, he has given voice to its anger.

The second theme posits that the mainstream media has 
lost touch with the American electorate. New York Times 
commentator David Brooks captured this disconnectedness 
in a mea culpa: “I was surprised by Trump’s success because 
I’ve slipped into a bad pattern, spending large chunks of my 
life in the bourgeois strata — in professional circles with 
people with similar status and demographics to my own.”

Brooks is hardly alone. The media has proven tone-deaf 
to many of the frustrations and anxieties of the great mass 
of middle-class Americans. While Trump focuses on pressing 
economic and security issues, the media has become 
infatuated with politically correct boutique causes, such as 
trans-gendered bathrooms.

The third type of explanation for Trump’s success is, 
ironically, his uncanny ability to seize the media spotlight. 
On the face of it, his thin-skinned and confrontational style, 
combined with a general contempt and hostility toward the 
press, make him an unlikely beneficiary of such attention. 
Most of the coverage is negative, but that only serves to 
confirm the estrangement between many mainstream 
Americans and their political and media elites.

Even more ironically, the media can’t resist amplifying 
his anti-media message. He bans the Washington Post from 
covering his events, and the Post redoubles its coverage. 
He calls a network TV news reporter a “sleazeball”, and fills 
another chunk of the news cycle. He answers questions with 
an unscripted candor which can by turns be acerbic, pithy, 
witty, racist, misogynist, and only loosely if at all connected 
to the truth, but it is never less than entertaining, and it sells 

newspapers and boosts ratings and ad revenues. He is the 
unrivalled master of politics as infotainment, and it pays 
off in message propagation, huge rallies, victory in the GOP 
primary and, maybe, the keys to the White House.

The man who saw Trump coming
There is truth in all of this, but I think there may be deeper 

explanations for Trump’s extraordinary rise.   And some of 
them may be found in the writings of the late American 
educator and media critic Neil Postman (1931 – 2003), a rich 
source for analyzing the Trump phenomenon.

Postman was a prolific writer. In 17 best-selling books 
and a great many articles, he analyzed the intersection of 
education, technology and the wider American culture. By his 
own admission, his work was derivative and synthetic rather 
than original. But his writing was historically informed and 
erudite, and his ideas were presented in simple and lucid 
prose. He was a popularizer in the best sense of that word.

Postman focused on the dynamic interaction between 
technology and education. He started his career as a school 
teacher, and the first and constant theme throughout his 
writing was the parlous state of the U.S. education system. 
He believed American schools exist in a permanent state of 
crisis, for reasons which have deep cultural roots.

Various commentators have implied that the rise of 
Donald Trump can be attributed to the failure of American 
education.  This argument comes in both nuanced and not-
so-subtle forms, but stated baldly, it points an accusatory and 
sneering finger at his supporters, and asserts that only those 
who are extremely unsophisticated, ill-informed and poorly 
educated could possibly be taken in by Trump’s irresponsible 
rhetoric and ill-conceived policies. American schooling thus 
stands condemned, for it has failed to provide the requisite 
civic knowledge for citizens – or at least those who support 
Trump – to undertake their democratic responsibilities. The 
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unhappy result is Trumpism. Or so goes the argument.
Postman would doubtless agree that Trump’s rise is 

linked to the failure of the schooling system, but not for the 
reasons cited. Rather, for Postman the educational crisis and 
its political consequences stem from a much more profound 
malaise. In essence, it lies with the inability of American 
schools to provide a unifying vision which gives purpose and 
meaning to learning and education.

In his 1995 book, The End of Education: Redefining the 
Value of School, Postman argued that for schooling to be 
successful, there must be broad cultural agreement about 
the ends of education. Public education can work only if 
there is a “public” which it serves, that is, a culture which 
more or less agrees about essential matters, and so agrees 
about what should be taught in schools. Postman is scathing 
about the abject lack of such ideals. He suggests that the 
curriculum in American schools fails to “even put forward 
a clear vision of the educated person, unless it is a person 
who possesses ‘skills’. In other words, a technocrat’s ideal – a 
person with no commitment and no point of view but with 
plenty of marketable skills.”

The necessity for a set of ideas or attitudes which 
permeates the curriculum is a simple logical requirement for 
any schooling system. Yet Americans (and Canadians for that 
matter) rarely, if ever, speak of educational ends, but concern 
themselves exclusively with the means of education: of 
policies, management, assessment, testing, teaching methods, 
and other such engineering matters.

The end of ‘public’ schooling
For Postman, this lack of vision is disastrous, for what 

education requires first and foremost, is a “non-trivial”, 
unifying narrative, one which provides a spiritual and serious 
intellectual dimension, thereby giving meaning and unity 
to students’ learning. As he suggests, “the idea of a ‘public 
school’ is irrelevant in the absence of an idea 
about a public”. Without an over-arching 
transcendent narrative, schools become 
mere knowledge factories, promoting the 
false gods of economic utility, consumerism, 
and technology. Worse, they champion an 
atomized narrative of ethno-cultural and 
gender separation and resentment. In a 
word, schooling becomes impoverished: 
increasingly utilitarian, market-driven and 
career-oriented.   Students see themselves 
not as active citizens responsible for the 
good of the nation as a whole, but as self-
interested agents seeking economic and 
political aggrandizement.

Postman was prescient. In the years 
since his death, Americans have witnessed 
their country growing ever more fractious, 
divided by an upsurge of identity politics, 
gender wars, and separatist ideologies of every kind. 
Campuses across American are riven by social justice 
warriors of various stripes, all earnestly promoting their 

own vision, while denying those common threads which 
would unite the broader culture. And while it may be unfair 
to apportion all of the blame for cultural disintegration to 
schooling, Americans have historically seen their schools as 
social institutions charged with socializing and integrating 
dissimilar, immigrant communities into the mainstream. 
From this perspective, their current inability to unite diverse 
populations by articulating an inclusive narrative must be 
seen as a signal failure.

Trump’s rallying cry to “make America great again” is an 
unsubtle attempt to reverse this Balkanization, defy the 
cultural and economic impacts of globalization, and assert 
a vision of a unified America. His implicit message is that 
multiculturalism has run amok and hollowed out the cultural 
centre, and that American unity can only be restored by 
reviving the melting-pot culture of the nation’s first two 
centuries.

Infodystopia  
Aligned with Postman’s call for a return to a unifying 

national narrative in schools is his push against the triumphs 
of what he calls “one-eyed” technology. In Postman’s view, 
new technology is never an unvarnished gain; it always 
comes with a price. Although no Luddite, he saw clearly 
the potential for technological development to undermine, 
corrupt, and in some instances destroy entirely some of 
civilization’s most important cultural values and social 
institutions.

Postman’s most celebrated book was 1985’s Amusing 
Ourselves To Death. It is an extended essay on Marshall 
Mcluhan’s central teaching, “that the clearest way to see 
through a culture is to attend to its tools for conversation.” 
Postman wanted to know what experiencing the world 
through the lens of television means for society. What 
intellectual tendencies does the medium of television 

encourage and which does it suppress?   He 
paints a bleak picture. Whereas discourse 
based on the written word is “generally 
coherent, serious and rational”, under 
the governance of television it becomes 
“shriveled and absurd”, aimed at emotional 
gratification and entertainment rather 
than analysis and critique. Contrary to 
Orwell’s prediction that Big Brother will 
oppress us from above, Postman sided with 
Aldous Huxley, who prophesied that we will 
welcome with open arms those technologies 
which reduce our capacity to think, thus 
becoming complicit in our own subjugation.

He elaborates upon this dystopian theme 
in his 1993 book Technopoly: The surrender 
of culture to technology. Postman’s thesis was 
that modern information technologies have 
the unintended consequences of invariably 

intruding upon and altering beyond recognition even our 
most deeply held cultural beliefs. Although the book was 
written before the Internet and social media exploded, his 
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critiques still apply. He writes:

Stated in the most dramatic terms, the accusation can 
be made that the uncontrolled growth of technology 
destroys the vital sources of our humanity. It creates 
a culture without a moral foundation. It undermines 
certain mental processes and social relations that make 
human life worth living. Technology, in sum, is both 
friend and enemy.

Information technologies, in particular, can be both 
friend and enemy to politicians. Its recent victims include 
Stephen Harper, whom it transformed into a malevolent 
monster. But Donald Trump has been a beneficiary. Just as 
Franklin Roosevelt employed the new technology of radio to 
circumvent a hostile media and speak directly to the people, 
Trump has used Twitter to address and excite main-street 
America with ideas unfiltered by a stultifying and politically 
correct media.

The Internet has broken the monopolies enjoyed until 

yesterday by the mainstream media. This heralds a massive 
transformation in American politics, whereby politicians can 
circumvent media gatekeepers, and communicate directly 
with the demos. Trump, perhaps better than any other 
politician, has fully exploited this new technology to give 
voice to the sentiments of a middle America which has long 
felt that its concerns have been ignored by a media who 
are out of touch.   It may or may not carry him to the White 
House, but win or lose, history will record him as a pioneering 
populist infotech demagogue. There will undoubtedly be 
more like him, campaigning from the left and the right. In 
these circumstances we would do well to heed the sage 
words of P.G. Wodehouse’s Monte Bodkin, who with great 
prescience warned, “We must be prepared for anybody to say 
anything.”

Patrick Keeney is currently residing in Chiang Mai, Thailand, where 
he is a visiting scholar in the Faculty of Education at Chiang Mai 
University. He can be reached at pkeeney774@gmail.com.

by Matt Bufton

Many Americans are understandably dissatisfied with 
their choices in the U.S. presidential campaign. 
Hillary Clinton evokes scorn in most Republicans, 

and merely tepid enthusiasm among Democrats who aren’t 
feeling the Bern. Many Republicans who can’t stand the idea 
of another President Clinton are horrified that Donald Trump 

is their nominee.
Faced with a choice between Clinton and Trump, voters 

feel stuck between a rock and a hard place. They wonder if 
this is really the best the country has to offer, and pine for 
a more statuesque candidate who might one day be placed 
on Mount Rushmore. A great writer like Thomas Jefferson. 
A great orator like Abraham Lincoln. A noble patrician 

Democracy in America 
(same as it ever was)
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like Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt.

These people are 
looking at the past 
through rose-coloured 
glasses. The presidential 
options on offer today 
aren’t much worse 
than those of the past. 
Social media and 24/7 
news coverage amplify 
their flaws and increase 
polarization, but the 
main reason Clinton 
and Trump seem so 
awful is because they’re 
competing against the 
myth of the noble U.S. 
statesman.

It’s nostalgia for 
someone who never 
really existed, and it 
needs a reality check against some of the 
“great” American presidents of the past, 
starting with George Washington and 
Thomas Jefferson.

Revolutionary war hero Washington is 
greatly admired for overthrowing British 
tyranny and then voluntarily relinquishing 
power after eight years, setting a precedent 
that would last until FDR, who clung to the 
presidency until death made him let go.

Jefferson is lionized for writing the 
American creed “that all men are created 
equal, that they are endowed by their 
Creator with certain unalienable Rights, 
that among these are Life, Liberty and the 
pursuit of Happiness.”

But Washington and Jefferson were 
slave owners. Some will argue that the 
standards of the day were different, but 
numerous other founding fathers – most notably Benjamin 
Franklin – strongly opposed slavery. Apologists for these 
two paragons of liberty contend they went along with it 
reluctantly because they didn’t have the political clout 
needed to abolish it.

Perhaps, but at the very least they could have freed 
their own slaves. But Washington and Jefferson were hardly 
unique in this regard – five of the first seven U.S. presidents 
owned human beings.

Ok, but at least these early presidential figures, unlike 
today’s gutter-sniping wannabes, were sober-minded 
intellectuals who dignified the democratic process with 
civilized debate. Well, actually, no. In 1804, Jefferson faced 
John Adams in a presidential election. It got pretty ugly. 
Jefferson’s campaign claimed that Adams had a “hideous 
hermaphroditical character, which has neither the force and 
firmness of a man, nor the gentleness and sensibility of a 

woman.” This is arguably 
even worse than Marco 
Rubio questioning the 
size of Donald Trump’s 
manhood during an 
early Republican debate, 
because Jefferson’s 
insult included a 
gratuitous shot at the 
transgendered.

Not to be outdone, 
supporters of Adams 
called Jefferson “a 
mean-spirited, low-
lived fellow, the son 
of a half-breed Indian 
squaw, sired by a 
Virginia mulatto father.” 
By this standard, Donald 
Trump’s “racism” seems 
pretty restrained.

Abraham Lincoln 
routinely appears at or near the top of 
academic and popular surveys ranking 
America’s “greatest” presidents. Most 
Americans, certainly those north of the 
Mason-Dixon line, believe he fought the 
Civil War to end slavery. But for Lincoln, 
slavery was a secondary issue. His primary 
concern was keeping the United States 
united. He succeeded, at the cost of 
600,000 lives. His famous emancipation 
proclamation only freed slaves in the 
states that were in rebellion. That left 
a million slaves in states that sided with 
the union. True, he could not free all of 
America’s slaves without a constitutional 
amendment, which he passed after the war 
ended – in a congressional vote that was 
bought with bribes and patronage.

Lincoln’s warts are barely visible a 
century and a half later. The Civil War is seen as a noble 
war, its victims the price of American unity, and its leader a 
champion of human rights. If Donald Trump wins the 2016 
election and proceeds to wall off America from Muslim and 
Mexican migrants and Chinese manufacturers, who can say 
how history will judge him in 2166?

But still, you say, Trump is a know-nothing at best and a 
liar at worst. America needs presidential candidates who can 
address the substance of their opponents’ positions. What 
it needs is an intellectual and a statesman – a leader like 
Woodrow Wilson.

Wilson was the first American president with a PhD. Not 
only was he a professor, he was the president of Princeton 
University for almost a decade. He presided over the dawn of 
the American Century – helping win the First World War and 
leading the push to create the League of Nations. A college 
at Princeton and a respected think tank bear his name.
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But Wilson was at least as isolationist as Trump when 
he was fighting to keep the U.S. out of the war. And lots 
of his contemporaries thought he got duped by smarter 
European leaders during the negotiations that led to 
the Treaty of Versailles and the League of Nations. John 
Maynard Keynes, the gloried guru of modern economic 
interventionist governments everywhere, called Wilson “slow 
and unadaptable”, and said there “can seldom have been a 
statesman of the first rank more incompetent…”

Wilson wasn’t terribly enlightened on race issues either. 
He re-segregated the civil service, helping ensure the racial 
tensions of the Civil War era did not fade away. When a 
delegation of African Americans objected to his policy of 
segregating the army, he told them “segregation is not a 
humiliation but a benefit, and ought to be so regarded by 
you gentlemen.”

Wilson obviously thought he knew what was best for 
Americans, but in this regard he was not a patch on Franklin 
Roosevelt. He was the first President elected to a third 
term and went one further to seek, and win, a fourth. But 
Roosevelt’s legacy is tarnished by more than his apparently 
unquenchable thirst for power.

During the Second World War he ordered the internment 
of over a hundred thousand Americans of Japanese ancestry. 
His action deprived these mostly U.S. citizens of their liberty, 
livelihood, and possessions while feeding into anti-Japanese 
sentiment across America.

Roosevelt’s paternalistic and autocratic approach was 
most evident in his Depression-era “New Deal”, which 

fundamentally altered and enlarged the role of government 
in the life of ordinary citizens. While readers may differ over 
the desirability of welfare state social programs, this much 
should be uncontroversial – Roosevelt greatly increased 
the power of the president and the U.S. government 
by running roughshod over the Constitution. When the 
Supreme Court seemed poised to block his agenda, the 
President threatened to pack the court with sympathetic 
justices unless his changes were allowed to pass. Roosevelt’s 
legacy to generations of presidents that came after him – 
and to either Clinton or Trump – is a great deal more power 
concentrated in the Oval Office than was ever envisioned by 
the authors of the Constitution.

Keen readers may notice a commonality among the 
presidents discussed in this article. Washington, Jefferson, 
Adams, Lincoln, Wilson, and Roosevelt were all men 
associated with significant wars.

In a 2012 study titled War and Presidential Greatness, 
American economists David R. Henderson and Zachary 
Gochenour found a correlation between the popularity of 
American presidents and the number of war-related deaths 
during their time in office. The presidents ranked first and 
third in historical greatness (Lincoln and FDR) by historians 
occupied the top two places in military deaths per capita 
during their time in office. They found that war deaths were 
an even stronger predictor of presidential greatness than 
growth in GDP.

We shouldn’t be surprised that warmongers, racists, 
statists, and vulgar blowhards run for public office, and win. 
F.A. Hayek, the Nobel Laureate who wrote extensively on 

economics and politics, explained 
why the worst rise to the top in his 
classic book The Road to Serfdom. 
Simply put, politics attracts 
people who want to rule over 
others. Those of more humble, 
compassionate and pacific 
character likely won’t be inclined 
to seek the job. Justin Trudeau’s 
victory over Stephen Harper is the 
exception that breaks the rule, you 
say? Maybe so, but Harper’s not 
the one who is angling to rig the 
electoral system so his party rules 
for eternity.

In one of the finest pieces of 
political satire currently on the 
internet, fake candidate for the 
U.S. Senate Clint Webb admits that 
most people would be crushed 
by the immense pressure of 
making decisions that will impact 
the lives of millions of people. 
Fortunately, Webb tells viewers, 
he possesses just the right degree 
of “sociopathic narcissism” to feel 
comfortable making decisions that 
will govern the lives of people he 
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will never meet.
It’s funny because it rings true of Clinton, Trump and just 

about everyone who competes for power at the highest 
levels. The public, though, only sees sociopathy in politicians 
they hate, and are blind to it in those they love. So it is 
with the two current contenders for the presidency of the 
United States. In their character, judgement and competence, 
perhaps they are a little worse than the average of their 
predecessors, or perhaps a little better. But each appears a 
messiah to their supporters, and a demon to their opponents.

The truth is that neither one will change the course of 

history as much as their supporters and opponents hope and 
fear they will. This is not to suggest that who wins doesn’t 
matter; on the contrary who becomes the next U.S. president 
matters a lot to Americans, Canadians and the world. But we 
should never forget that they are mere mortals, their impact 
on most people’s lives will be minimal, and history will 
ultimately judge whether they were heroes or villains.

Matt Bufton is Executive Director of the Institute for Liberal Stud-
ies, an educational non-profit based in Ottawa that helps students 
and teachers learn about the ideas of liberty.

by J.J. McCullough

Of the multitudes contained in Donald Trump’s 
electoral coalition – and it should surprise no one 
that an endlessly flexible populist would have 

diverse appeal – no faction has been the subject of more 
lurid fascination than the so-called “alt-right”. These folks, 
who reject virtually every standard of conservative propriety 
and dwell on free-for-all message boards like 4chan and 
an archipelago of pseudonymous blogs, are among The 
Donald’s most fanatic fans, the sorts of people who create 

unironic artwork celebrating him as the “savior of western 
civilization” or a beaming sun enlightening the world. 

The oddity is much of this support is based on false 
premises. The issues the alt-right talks about the most and 
loudest, including biological differences between the races 
and genders, anti-Semitic conspiracy theories about the 
media and economy, and the need to reject manifestations 
of modernity in all its forms, up to and including the United 
States constitution, are simply not present in Trump’s agenda. 
As Jeffrey Goldberg  noted with pointed understatement  in 

All the 
angry 
young 
white 
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an  Atlantic  article on the pro-Holocaust 
hate-tweets he routinely receives from 
alt-right Trumpites: “Donald Trump 
himself has expressed absolutely no 
interest in opening concentration camps 
for Jews, should he win the presidency.”

Alt-right support for Trump often 
carries the air of a cargo cult – a fanatic 
faith born from a fantastical reimagining 
of something not terribly impressive. 
This is because at its core the alt-right 
is best understood not as a reflection 
on the presidential campaign of Donald 
Trump one way or another, but rather a 
burgeoning radical movement of young 
white men on the internet desperate for 
an extremist identity.

In his famous 1951 book on radical 
politics, The True Believer, Eric Hoffer made 
what was at the time a fairly contrarian 
claim. The backbone of wild new political 
movements, he said, from Jacobin France 
to Bolshevik Russia, was not the poor 
or oppressed, but men of the relatively 
comfortable middle class experiencing 
a sharp psychological anxiety, usually 
a sense of incomplete identity. Meet the young, white 
American males of 2016.

Today these young men enter an economy that is 
unprecedentedly hostile – or at least vastly more hostile 
than anticipated. It has increasingly little use for their 
manual labour, and even the college graduates among 
them struggle with degrees rendered unimpressive through 
overproduction. The outcome is a vast army of young 
men working jobs that are deeply unsatisfying in terms 
of financial self-sufficiency, lifestyle stability, or – most 
critically – a metric of personal success and self-esteem. 
Their frustration is especially acute within a modern culture 
drenched in images of men who reach the pinnacle of life 
before age 30, from Bieber to Zuckerberg.

In the realm of relationships and social interaction, 
meanwhile, the rules of the world seem to be changing at 
a head-spinning clip. They feel uniquely targeted by the 
wild, experimental liberalism of campus politics and its 
current obsession with crafting ever-more precise theories 
regarding what distinguishes feminists from misogynists, 
seduction from rape, culture from colonialism, and privilege 
from oppression. Such theories are deeply anti-majoritarian, 
in the sense that they explicitly view white masculinity as 
a problem to be solved. It can make the delicate dance of 
dating, or navigating a multiethnic society, seem all but 
impossible. 

By many metrics, of course, young white men are still 
doing well. They have access to more helpful technology, 
exciting entertainment, and eclectic cuisine than any 
generation in human history. Yet their well of anxiety is not 
easily filled. They sense the world they enter as men does 
not love or respect them. Their sense of self is a reigning 

emptiness of purpose and place.
The savvy have learned to capitalize on this 

incompleteness. Just as the back pages of comic books aimed 
at teenage boys once advertised Charles Atlas exercise plans, 
“X-ray specs”, and hypnosis lessons, today’s internet is awash 
in products tailored to fill the voids of the 21st  century 
millennial male. There are supplements to make your 
muscles grow, insoles to make you taller, colognes to make 
you irresistible. There are endless ebooks promising ironclad 
“life hacks.” Abstain from masturbation to gain superhuman 
virility! “Peacock” and “neg” to scramble women’s brains into 
sleeping with you! Earn a fortune blogging from Thailand!

And so too is there alt-right politics (many proponents 
of which, it must be noted, have side gigs hawking miracle 
cures for masculine socio-economic impotence).

Alt-rightism does not preach complicated messages: in 
its most virulent forms it urges men to consider the world 
around them hostile and grotesque, and embrace ideas that 
let them be hostile and grotesque back. They should be 
sexist to women, racist to blacks, Islamophobic to Muslims, 
and anti-Semitic to Jews, because these are the groups who 
form the coalition working against their interests. Like all 
radical ideologies, they see no allies within the system – 
all mainstream conservatives are emasculated “cucks;” all 
traditional institutions that ask for faith or patriotism are 
false gods in on the con.

And like all radical ideologies, it inevitably drifts into 
preposterous otherworldliness. It is not uncommon to come 
across alt-righters who believe the illuminati control the 
Vatican, or that America should establish a monarchy, or 
that Taylor Swift is a Nazi Princess, or, that a certain reality 
TV star is a Moses-like statesman who will lead his faithful 
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to utopia. It embraces theatric edginess and apocalyptic 
imagery to appear frightening and powerful, awash in tropes 
of “forbidden knowledge” that have long been common in 
movements promising activists a fresh identity as heroic 
dissidents and revolutionaries.

There are elements of alt-rightism that are creative 
and inspiring – a focus on the moral imperative of self-
improvement, for instance. But there are at least as many 

elements of the young white male victim narrative that are 
overblown and immature. Kevin D. Williamson’s  National 
Review essay describing “young men being raised without 
fathers and looking out the window like a kid in an after-
school special…waiting for the father-führer figure they 
have spent their lives imagining” is a must-read in this 
regard. Regardless, the politicization of alienated youth 
into a movement equal parts reasonable and ridiculous is 
nothing new, nor is this one’s uncertain destiny. 

Perspective is important. Despite their loud presence 
online, there’s little evidence that hard-right millennials 
are an electorally formidable force. Such things are 
difficult to measure, but if we use Trump primary voting as 
a proxy, the results are underwhelming. Though he often 
captured a plurality of the Republican youth vote in states 
whose primaries he won, they were generally his  least 
loyal demographic, and the general election polls have 
him  trailing Hillary Clinton among youth by 20 points or 
more. 

If young white men do have a preferred political 
vehicle this cycle, the numbers suggest it’s Bernie 
Sanders, a mirror-image Trump who enjoys a cargo cult 
of his own. Their populist appeals can overlap, as Noah 
Rothman noted in a Commentary  essay entitled “A Revolt 
of the Comfy and Bored” (which could have doubled as 

a headline for a piece on the alt-right). According to 
Rothman, many young Sanders supporters harbour not-so-
secret desires for a Trump presidency if the Bern can’t have 
it. They break from the alt-right only in that they endorse 
Trump’s imaginary fascist agenda because they presume 
it will spark a socialist counter-revolt. These young white 
male demographics may be poles apart politically, but 
they are ominously alike in their enthusiasm for a violent 

overthrow of the status quo. 
A movement does not have to 

be large to impact politics and 
the culture, however. The radical 
student protestors of the ‘60s were 
always marginal in numbers, yet a 
whole generation of liberal writers 
and politicians – including Bill 
and Hillary Clinton – calibrated 
personal ideologies in their context, 
accepting yippies and bra-burners 
as legitimate intellectual voices 
of their class and generation. 
Many mainstream conservative 
commentators of millennial 
age, such as  Daily Wire  editor 
Ben Shapiro and  Federalist 
publisher Ben Domenech clearly 
view themselves similarly “in 
conversation” with the alt-right on 
some level, while others, particularly 
Milo Yiannopoulos of  Breitbart, 
evidently believe their careers will 
be buoyed by pandering to it. 

What ultimately subdued the 
‘60s counter-culture was a wave of economic growth that 
made “fighting the system” seem less pressing to maturing 
boomers, combined with a growing distaste for the late-
stage decadence and violence of folks who fought in the 
name of the far-left – the Black Panthers, the Weather 
Underground, the Symbionese Liberation Army. With current 
economic growth stagnating in the two percent range, that 
particular variable appears unlikely to appease today’s angry 
young men.

It must be said that even though terrorists like Anders 
Breivik and Dylann Roof clearly drew some influence from 
alt-right websites, there’s little indication America is on the 
precipice of anything comparable to the leftist violence 
inspired by the Vietnam war and the civil rights movement. 
But angry young white males from both the far-left and alt-
right are expected to cause trouble at both the Republican 
and Democratic national conventions later this month. 
Neither will be happy if Clinton wins the presidency in 
November, as seems increasingly likely. And ironically, in the 
socio-economic environment that exists for them today and 
for the foreseeable future, they may well find that there is 
more that unites than divides them.

J.J. McCullough is a writer and cartoonist based in Vancouver.
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by Luigi Bradizza

The Donald Trump phenomenon and 
its corrosive impact on American 
democracy has its origins in the 

intersection of two large developments in 
American society: the advancing information 
economy and massive educational failure. 
The main reason a vulgar demagogue is 
competing with a venal careerist 
for the presidency in 2016 is 
because millions of Americans 
have been deprived of economic 
opportunity by the failure of the 
education system to adapt to the 
infotech revolution. In their 
consequent fear and anger 
lies the accelerating decline 
and potential fall of the 
American democratic 
empire.

The past industrial 
economy made few 
educational demands on 
workers. As recently as 
the 1970s, a high school 
diploma was sufficient 
for middle class economic 
success. No longer. In 
today’s information 
economy, Americans 
without a college 
degree and the ability 
to use their intellect on 
the job are at a severe 
disadvantage and many 
are consigned to dead 
end service industry 
and blue-collar jobs. 
Globalization and off-
shoring have intensified 
these economic stresses 
by sending many blue-
collar jobs abroad. 

The numbers paint a 
grim picture. According 
to the U.S. Department of Commerce, the manufacturing 
sector has shed approximately one third of its workers over 
the last 15 years. Its share of the economy has declined from 
about 28 percent in the 1950s, to about 12 percent today. 
Most importantly, its share of total employment has been 
falling steadily, from a high of about 25 percent in the late 
1960s to under 10 percent today.

The decline in the number of traditional blue-collar jobs 
would not be so serious a problem if there were fewer blue-
collar Americans. But their population continues to rise 
even as their economic prospects continue to fall. According 
to the Lumina Foundation, only 45.3 percent of Americans 

have a quality postsecondary education. And the 
blame for poor vocational education and the 
consequent poor economic prospects of over 
half of Americans lies mainly in the continuing 
poor quality of American high schools.

Blue-collar Democrats have reacted to 
their poor economic circumstances by 

doing what they traditionally do: 
they have pledged their support to 
an unprincipled, redistributionist 
demagogue who stirs up class 
hatreds and promises to give them 

the property of other people. Those 
who find Hillary Clinton too shady or 
believe her to be a corporate sellout 
have backed Bernie Sanders, who 

differs from Clinton only in 
degree, and has forced her 
even further left. In addition 
to blue-collar workers, 
both candidates also have 
the support of the rest of 
the Democratic coalition 

of identity politics activists, 
radical environmentalists, 
welfare recipients, public 
sector employees, and post-
national foreign policy critics.

Blue-collar Repub licans 
have reacted to their poor 
economic circumstances by 

be having like Democrats 
and supporting their 
own unprincipled, redist-
ributionist demagogue, 
Donald Trump. One might 
think that, as Republicans, 
they would respect the 
principles of limited 
government and resist the 
urge to vote themselves 
the property of others. 
But they are ignorant of 
these principles because, 
in addition to poor 
vocational education, 

they suffer from a massive failure of civic and political 
education.

Civic education ought to be a central task of America’s 
public school system. Indeed, American public education, 
despite its fundamentally statist foundation, is justified 
by the nation’s vital interest in and need for good citizens. 
Without a critical mass of good citizens, America cannot 
flourish as a free society. But American schools have failed 
miserably at civic education. By and large, their graduates 
don’t understand America’s founding documents and 
principles. They don’t know how their government operates. 
They know little about their nation’s history. Worse still, they 
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don’t know that they have received a 
poor civic education. They are poorly 
prepared to defend a liberty they don’t 
understand. What civic virtue they 
have is most visible in their national 
pride, but that pride, however welcome, 
is a poor substitute for the basic civic 
knowledge and reasoned reflection 
that is necessary for the success of self-
government.

The poor civic education offered 
by American public schools could 
potentially be offset by a good example-
setting political education offered by 
conservative public intellectuals and 
prominent Republicans. Unfortunately, 
here too the record is one of spectacular 
failure. There are many talented 
conservative intellectuals with a deep understanding of 
America, but most of them have been unable or unwilling 
to effectively advocate for the cause, leaving the job to 
blowhards like Rush Limbaugh or sell-outs like the Bush 
clan.

Conservatism at its best defends the permanent things. 
For an American, that implies a defense of natural law 
and natural rights, as articulated in the nation’s principle 
founding document, the Declaration of Independence. Yet 
most Republican leaders have a philosophical outlook 
uninformed by the Declaration’s moral framework. Were 
they to understand that the U.S. government should be 
limited to protecting people’s natural right to life, liberty, 
and property, they could make principled arguments against 
redistributionist demagoguery.

American conservatism must also look to the U.S. 

Constitution and the separation of powers. 
Yet Republican leaders don’t understand 
that it is unconstitutional and dangerous 
to liberty for the administrative state 
to violate the separation of powers by 
routinely combining legislative, executive, 
and judicial powers in one bureaucratic 
body. Nor do Republican leaders 
understand that it is unconstitutional and 
undemocratic for Congress to delegate 
its authority to enact regulations to 
unelected bureaucrats.

A proper conservatism would restrict 
Congress to its constitutionally limited 
powers as enumerated under Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution. Instead, 
Republicans routinely vote for programs 
that plainly exceed congressional 

jurisdiction. Social security, Medicare, and Medicaid all fit this 
category. Phasing them out would go a long way to restoring 
the Constitution and avoiding the looming financial collapse 
of the entitlement state. But to propose such measures 
is to risk being branded an extremist. And so, rather than 
exercising leadership and patiently making the case for 
repeal, Republicans promise only to “save” social security and 
“replace” Obamacare.

By betraying the principles of natural rights and limited 
government in the Declaration of Independence and the 
Constitution, Republican leaders have marked them selves as 
moderate progressives, not true conservatives. And by failing 
in their vital task of political education, Republican leaders 
have left their party’s rank and file members – and the 
American public in general – vulnerable to redistributionist 
appeals.

Donald Trump has 
bulldozed his way into 
the economic turmoil 
of the information 
economy and the 
intellectual and 
political vacuum on the 
Right. He has promised 
to “make America great 
again” through an 
effortless restoration 
of American jobs that 
have been sent abroad. 
His supporters are 
unaware of the costs of 
trade protectionism. He 
has promised to secure 
universal government 
healthcare. His fol-
lowers never learned 
that Congress does  n’t 
have the con stitutional 
authority to enact such 
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a program. He has promised to build a wall to keep out 
illegal immigrants. His voters don’t understand that only 
Congress can authorize the construction of such a wall. He 
has implicitly promised to keep their 
entitlements in place. His fans don’t 
know or don’t care that the day of 
fiscal reckoning is nigh.

The poor civic and political 
education of blue-collar Republicans 
leaves them vulnerable to Trump’s 
flattery. He asks for nothing in return 
for their votes. At least the Democrats 
tell blue collar workers that they 
will have to be retrained to cope 
in the new economy. Trump cannot 
manage even that much. “I love the 
poorly educated”, he declared after 
winning the Nevada caucuses. It’s not 
unreasonable to assume he prefers 
them that way, and that his flattery 
makes them feel virtuous about their 
ignorance. 

The only sense in which Trump and his supporters 
are consistent with traditional conservative Republican 
ideology is in their fervent patriotism and nationalism. 
Even here, however, they are misguided. American 
greatness was built on individual virtue and respect for 
the natural rights of others. Trumpians betray the deepest 
sources of healthy nationalism and American greatness by 
yielding to the temptations of victimhood and unlimited 
government. They have bought into Trump’s notion that 
government is a rigged game, and it’s time it was rigged 
in their favour. There is nothing patriotic about serving as 

accomplices in the further 
corruption of America’s 
corrupted political culture.

As bad as things are, 
they are not irreversible. 
American conservatism can 
be rescued from Trumpism 
and go on to truly “make 
America great again”. 
(It is a colossal insult 
to the legacy of Ronald 
Reagan that Trump has 
appropriated his campaign 
slogan.) Conservatives have 
substantial intellectual 
resources available to 
them with which to launch 
a political recovery of the 
Republican Party and a 
democratic and economic 
recovery of the United 
States. They can draw on 
superb think tanks such 

as the Claremont Institute, the Heritage Foundation, 
the American Enterprise Institute, Liberty Fund, and the 
Cato Institute. Their media reach is broader than ever, 

with National Review, The Weekly 
Standard, Commentary, Fox News, the 
Wall Street Journal, and countless 
right-leaning internet sites. And 
despite the fact that universities 
mostly lean liberal to far-left, 
conservative scholars of formidable 
intellectual heft are scattered 
throughout academia and organized 
into various overlapping and 
mutually supportive networks. Even 
Congress offers some cause for hope 
in thoughtful senators such as Tom 
Cotton, Ben Sasse, and the daunting 
Ted Cruz. American conservatism 
has the resources it needs turn the 
country around. Its challenge lies 
in devising a strategy to repair the 

defects in civic and political education among Republican 
leaders and ordinary Americans that have so disabled the 
cause of American liberty.

Luigi Bradizza is an Associate Professor of Political Science at Salve 
Regina University in Newport, Rhode Island. He is the author of 
Richard T. Ely’s Critique of Capitalism (Palgrave Macmillan, 2013). 
His chapter entitled “Democracy in Canada: What Tocqueville Can 
Teach Canadians” was published in Liberal Education, Civic Edu-
cation, and the Canadian Regime, David Livingstone, ed. (McGill-
Queen’s University Press, 2015). He was raised in Thunder Bay.
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by Tim Anderson and Paul Bunner

The worst moment in Hillary Clinton’s campaign for 
the United States presidency – so far – came on July 
5 when FBI Director James Comey announced that 

Clinton should not be prosecuted for mishandling classified 
information on a private email server. She may have been 
“extremely careless” in doing so, wrong or dishonest in 
insisting that no classified documents ever reached her 
server, and obstructive in deleting over half the emails on it, 
but none of this justified criminal charges, Comey said. Plenty 
of people disagreed and said so in an avalanche of negative 
publicity for the presumptive Democratic presidential 
nominee. Among them was her Republican rival Donald 
Trump. But in a display of his unerring genius for shooting 
himself in the foot, he also triggered a deluge of negative 
headlines of his own by seizing the moment to praise the 
late Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein, renowned supporter of 
anti-Israeli suicide bombers and butcher of his own people. 
Sure he was a “bad guy”, said Trump. “[But] he killed terrorists. 
He did that so good.”

Once again, as he has done countless times during 
the primary season and beyond, Trump squandered an 
opportunity, made news for all the wrong reasons, and 

made Clinton look like the least awful choice for president. 
Assuming his aptitude for self-destruction persists through 
November, Hillary Clinton and all her political baggage 
should move into the White House next January. It may 
prove the least deserved and least celebrated victory in the 
history of the U.S. presidency, even though it will mark the 
ascendance of a woman to the most powerful office on earth 
for the first time ever. That woman, however, is widely reviled 
as a Machiavellian schemer whose long political career is 
littered with corruption, lies, inconstancy and failure. She 
will not be redeemed by the presidency unless she achieves 
double digit U.S. economic growth, defeats ISIS, and solves 
climate change. In other words, she will likely be a one-term 
president, easily felled in 2020 by any Republican candidate 
who is not Donald Trump.

From Goldwater to McGovern
Clinton’s long path to the presidency by default has 

more political zig zags than a mountain logging trail. The 
Chicago-born daughter of a successful entrepreneur and his 
partly French-Canadian wife had a comfortable baby boomer 
childhood in a fairly religious and conservative household. 
As a politically precocious high school student, she was a 

Another Clinton,  
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campaign volunteer for hard-
right Republican presidential 
candidate Barry Goldwater in 
the 1964 election. A few years 
later, as a super-achieving 
university student, she switched 
to the Democrats and backed 
hard-left presidential aspirants 
Eugene McCarthy and George 
McGovern.

Her fateful relationship with 
Bill Clinton began at Yale Law 
School in 1971, and within a 
decade they were Governor 
and First Lady of Arkansas. She 
married him only reluctantly, 
and would have plenty of 
cause to regret it, but political 
failure was not one of them. 
Their amazing partnership 
kept him in the governorship 
for most of the 1980s and her 
unstinting support was key to 
his rise to the presidency and 
his endurance there from 1992-
98, including his survival of 
the various “bimbo eruptions” 
and impeachment ordeal. 
Her conjugal perseverance, 
under the circumstances, was 
especially remarkable for a 
lifelong orthodox second-wave 
feminist activist.

When Bill left office, it was 
at last Hillary’s turn to reach 
for the brass ring. It began with her election as Senator for 
New York in 2000 and re-election six years later, which set 
the stage for her first bid for the Democratic presidential 
nomination in 2008. Astonishingly, for such a seasoned 
political operator, she blew it. Her campaign had no plan 
for a protracted primary season, wasted its money, and 
failed to craft a message when it mattered. The virtually 
unknown junior senator from Illinois, a “community activist” 
with a great smile and an extraordinary gift for oratory, 
snatched the nomination away. Hugging his enemy closely, 
President Barack Obama then asked Clinton to run his State 
Department.

Her term at State was marked by a procession of policy 
failures. She bet on the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt, helping 
Islamists briefly take control of a regional superpower and 
badly destabilize the whole region. She initially feted blood-
soaked Syrian dictator Bashar al-Assad as a “reformer,” before 
turning against him and helping trigger a civil war that 
unleashed a tidal wave of refugees on Europe. She led the 
charge to topple loony Libyan strongman Muammar Gadaffi, 
which produced yet another failed state, where in 2012 one 
of her ambassadors and four other Americans were killed 
due to a gross security SNAFU overseen by her office.

The resulting congressional 
investigation included an 
11-hour grilling where she 
stonewalled effectively and 
seemed to escape not just 
unscathed, but enhanced. She 
was good under pressure. 
Unfortunately for her, however, 
the Benghazi inquiry also 
unearthed the reckless and 
dodgy email practices that 
haunt her still.

Clinton’s got the numbers
In spite of everything, and 

because of Trump, she remains 
the odds-on favourite to become 
the next president. The electoral 
college math is stacked 
heavily in her favour. Polling 
consistently shows she has over 
100 of the 270 electoral college 
votes she needs to win already 
wrapped up in California (55), 
New York (29) and Illinois (20). 
Of all the electoral vote-rich 
states, Texas (38) is normally 
the most reliably Republican, 
yet Trump only has a slim lead 
there. His unfavourable ratings 
hover around 60 percent. Among 
African-Americans, his support 
is in the single digits; amongst 
Hispanics, it is only slightly 
higher. Further, he has a 70 

percent unfavourable rating with women. He would have to 
win almost every white male vote in the country to overcome 
these demographic hurdles.

Clinton is exceptionally unpopular too, just not as bad as 
Trump. Since April, her unfavourable ratings have wobbled 
between the high-40s and mid- 50s. She has consistently 
polled above 50 percent as untrustworthy and dishonest. 
The latest turn in the email server scandal will not help.

But Clinton’s poll numbers have been artificially 
suppressed by Bernie Sanders’ stubborn refusal to accept 
the inevitable. Like his fellow ultra-leftist Jeremy Corbyn, 
the lame-duck leader of the British Labour Party who has 
refused to step down despite losing the confidence of 
the overwhelming majority of his caucus because of his 
lame performance during the Brexit campaign, Sanders‘ 
Pythonesque insistence that “I’m not dead yet” has 
transformed him from a romantic figure into a pathetic 
one. His refrain presumably hinged on the slim hope that 
Clinton would be indicted over the emails or perhaps suffer 
guilt by her association with the Clinton Foundation family 
philanthropy, because of its opaque business practices and 
unsavoury donors like the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Or 
he’s holding out for a job in Clinton’s cabinet or a crumb 
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in her campaign platform. But the fire has gone out of the 
Bern, and his bargaining position is in ashes. When Sanders 
finally capitulates the polls will likely see a consolidation of 
Clinton’s support.

Thus it is time to consider what kind of president she will 
be. The evidence suggests she will be…flexible. In October 
2002, then-Senator Clinton 
voted to license President 
George W. Bush to use force 
in Iraq. In a Senate speech, she 
stated: “So it is with conviction 
that I support this resolution 
as being in the best interests 
of our nation…” At the time, 
public support for invading 
Iraq was at 60 percent.

Hussein did not disarm nor 
allow UN inspectors to look 
for his alleged stockpile of 
weapons of mass destruction. 
The U.S. and some of its 
allies, not including Canada, 
invaded, crushed the regime, 
and watched the dictator 
hang. By 2006, WMDs still 
had not been found, and Iraq 
looked an ungovernable mess. 
Clinton zigged away, saying 
the war was a mistake and she 
never would have invaded as 
president.

She was also flexible on 
gay marriage. In 2004, Clinton 
called traditional marriage 
a “sacred bond between and 
man and a woman”. At the time, 
she was on board with over 60 
percent of Americans. Eleven 
years later, with public opinion 
now narrowly in favour of 
gay marriage and the U.S. Supreme Court on the brink of 
recognizing it as a constitutional right, Clinton zagged again 
and tweeted that “Every loving couple & family deserves to 
be recognized & treated equally under the law across our 
nation”.

Flexibility was also key to the preservation of her 
marriage and her husband’s presidency. According to the late 
journalist and author Christopher Hitchens, among others, 
she headed a “bimbo eruption squad” in the White House 
that organized efforts to trash the credibility and reputations 
of various women who succumbed to Bill’s charms, willingly 
or not, and then went public about it. When feminist 
fulmination over the incidence of sexual assault in America 
reached an unusually fevered pitch last November, the same 
Hillary Clinton zigged by tweeting that “Every survivor of 
sexual assault deserves to be heard, believed, and supported”.

Call it flexible, pragmatic, unprincipled, or ruthless. 
Whatever it is, Clinton’s got it, in spades.

A Clinton presidency preview
This is not to say that she is timid. On the contrary, she 

often swings for the fences. In the 1990s, as the unelected 
wife of the president, she took the lead on a major effort to 
reform American healthcare. “Hillarycare” faced withering 

attack from conservatives 
and fizzled when even the 
Democratic-controlled Congress 
refused to support it. Her efforts 
probably softened the ground 
for the eventual passage of 
Obamacare, but that will be his 
legacy, not hers, and she will have 
to seek another.

Energy and the environment 
seems an obvious choice. 
Throughout the primaries she 
vowed to reduce American oil 
consumption by a third and make 
the United States a “clean energy 
superpower”. For Clinton, climate 
change is “the defining issue of 
our time”. And a moral issue at 
that: she seeks “climate justice” 
for victims of carbon emissions 
and frames it as a “civil rights 
issue”. If she delivers, it will 
certainly set her apart from her 
predecessor who was all hat and 
no cowboy on saving the planet. 
Obama talked a great green game 
while presiding over a domestic 
carbon energy production boom 
that transformed the U.S. into a 
net oil exporter.

Most of his green credibility 
came at the expense of others, 
especially Canada. He spent years 
dithering on the Keystone XL 

pipeline and smearing the Canadian oilsands that would feed 
it before finally vetoing the project. Clinton was “inclined” to 
support Keystone as recently as 2010, but she zigged into 
full-blown opposition this year, no doubt to satisfy wealthy 
campaign donors in California, a state that produces heavy 
oil with greater carbon content than the “tarsands”, which 
Clinton calls “our continent’s dirtiest fuel”. Canadian energy 
producers can only hope that her promised big new green 
energy plan, which she calls this generation’s moonshot, is 
as onerous as the taxes and regulations Ottawa and most 
provincial governments are imposing on the domestic 
industry. Then maybe they’ll be able to compete in the 
continental energy market again.

Other Canadian manufacturers and exporters also have 
reason to be uneasy about a Clinton presidency. When she 
was a senator and Secretary of State, she was a free trader 
who backed several new international agreements including 
the proposed Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). As recently as 
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November 2012 she said the TPP “sets the gold standard in 
trade agreements to open, free, transparent, fair trade, the 
kind of environment that has the rule of law and a level 
playing field.”

By 2016, the year of Brexit and Trump-Sanders 
protectionism on steroids, Clinton had zagged again and 
driven over the TPP in her campaign bus. She now won’t 
support it “in its current form”.

President Clinton may be a menace to Canadian economic 
interests but don’t expect that to impair her relationship with 
Prime Minister Justin Trudeau. On gay rights, climate change, 
gender equality and the whole spectrum of progressive 
orthodoxy, they are kissing cousins. She will be patronizing 
and he will be obsequious. In short, expect a continuation of 
the relationship Trudeau has with Obama, where the latter 

recently came to Ottawa and gave a magnificent speech to 
Parliament, rich in flattery and professions of cooperation 
and affection, including praise for Alberta, the province 
now in recession partly because the Obama administration 
clobbered its share of the North American energy market 
in order to make the president look green and good on the 
international stage.

Hillary Clinton is likely to become president. This 
will not be good for Canada. Trump would be even 
worse. It’s enough to make a Canadian nostalgic 
for a prime minister who stood up for our interests. 

Tim Anderson is a Calgary writer. Paul Bunner is the editor of C2C 
Journal.

By Kelly Jane Torrance

Does Donald Trump actually want the job of leader 
of the free world? It’s a question people have been 
asking ever since the Manhattan mogul entered 

the U.S. presidential race. He alienated a large chunk of 
the electorate with his very first speech. “When Mexico 
sends its people, they’re not sending their best”, he said in 
announcing his candidacy on June 16, 
2015. “They’re bringing drugs. They’re 
bringing crime. They’re rapists”. Trump 
has managed to offend just about 
every other group of people since; his 
unfavourable rating among women – 
who made up over half of voters in 
the last election – is 77 percent. After 
securing enough delegates to become 
the Republican nominee, he joked 
he might leave the race if offered $5 
billion; just this month, he told the 
New York Times he won’t rule out 
quitting – even if he’s elected.

A photograph of a smiling Donald 

and Melania Trump on their wedding day with guests Bill 
and Hillary Clinton has frequently circulated during the 
race, reminding voters that Trump donated to his rival’s 
past campaigns and family philanthropy and giving rise to 
a theory that he’s running as a spoiler to hand the election 
to Hillary. That might seem far-fetched, but it’s the simplest 
explanation of Trump on the stump. 

Take how he was given his 
biggest opportunity of the election 
on July 5 and blew it. FBI director 
James Comey announced he was 
recommending no charges against 
Clinton over her use of a private 
email server while secretary of state 
even as he rebuked her for putting 
secret documents at risk. Instead 
of focusing on Clinton’s repeated 
claims, now discredited, that no 
classified information passed 
through her server, Trump gave the 
media an excuse to move on to 
other things: That night he praised 

How 
Trump 

wins
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Iraqi dictator Saddam 
Hussein and the next day 
he tried to pass off a Star of 
David as a sheriff’s star in 
a lame attempt to defend 
a seemingly anti-Semitic 
tweet.

Every major poll 
taken in June, with a 
single exception, had 
Clinton ahead of Trump, 
sometimes by double digits. The gap narrowed slightly after 
Comey’s announcement, but over half of Republicans still 
wish their party had chosen a candidate other than a four-
times-bankrupt reality television star who trades in vicious 
personal insults, including mocking more than one disabled 
journalist. Powerful insiders haven’t given up trying to 
organize a revolt of delegates at next week’s convention to 
make that happen. Yet though he might not want the job – 
and daily seems determined to ruin his chances of getting 
it – Donald Trump still has an excellent shot at becoming 
America’s 45th president.

Robust policies and principles won’t get him the title. He 
doesn’t have those. But elections usually turn on passion, not 
reason, and events are beginning to make American passions 
boil over. A campaign fueled by frustration could 
give way to an election decided by fear. The 
increasing frequency and severity of terrorist 
attacks at home and abroad combined with 
rising racial tensions and violence across the 
country have Americans on edge. If the mayhem 
continues through the summer and fall and 
enough people mark their ballots based on one 
question – which candidate will best protect me 
from Islamist terror and racial unrest? – the once-
preposterous idea of a President Trump could 
become reality. Donald Trump is not the only 
candidate willing to address Americans’ fears. But 
he’s the only candidate explicitly promising to 
keep them safe.

Flashback to ’68
Clashes between police and protesters are 

becoming increasingly fierce on the eve of the 
GOP gathering in Cleveland and the Democratic 
convention the following week in Philadelphia. 
America in 2016 is starting to look uncomfortably 
like America in 1968. Then it was Democrats in 
disarray, with cracks within the party and the 
country culminating in an ugly scene in Chicago, 
where police used tear gas and brute force 
against anti-war and civil rights protesters.

This year hasn’t seen disorder on the scale 
of the American race riots of the Sixties, yet. But 
a number of headline-making police killings of 
African-Americans, including one last year in 
Ferguson, Missouri, has produced an increasingly 
angry Black Lives Matter movement. After two 

black men were shot and 
killed by police officers 
the first week of July, 
one in Louisiana, one in 
Minnesota, tempers really 
flared.

During a Black Lives 
Matter march in Dallas, 
a black sniper shot and 
killed five policemen. That 
shocked the nation and 

added fuel to the fire. Days later, a protester threw something 
at a Baton Rouge officer, knocking out several teeth, while in 
St. Paul, one threw a Molotov cocktail at police and another 
dropped a piece of concrete on an officer’s head. Activists 
also blocked interstate highways in several cities in an 
attempt to disrupt more than just law enforcement.

Even before these events, Cleveland was expecting the 
GOP convention to get nasty. The city is bringing in an extra 
3,000 police officers to aid its department, which itself is 
under federal supervision after an investigation found police 
too often used excessive force, some of it deadly. Members 
of the press for the first time have to go through Secret 
Service background checks to get access to all areas of the 
convention. That decision was made after violence broke out 
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at a string of Trump rallies in the spring between opponents 
and supporters. Trump could have taken the high road and 
called for calm. Instead he goaded his fans, saying of one 
protester, “He was swinging, he was hitting people, and the 
audience hit back. That’s what we need a little bit more of.” 

And, of course, at least since September 11, 2001, every 
large gathering in America has carried with it the threat 
of terrorism. Al Qaeda may be “on the run”, as Obama once 
claimed, but their progeny have graduated from what he 
called their “JV” status. The Montreal-based Centre for 
Research on Globalization called the period ending July 5 
the “bloodiest Ramadan month in modern times”. ISIS suicide 
bombers killed 45 at the Istanbul airport, and an ISIS truck 
bomb killed 250 in Baghdad. Then on July 14 an apparent 
Islamist-inspired lone wolf terrorist killed at least 84 in Nice, 
France, by driving a huge truck into a mass of Bastille Day 
revelers. ISIS also took credit for the June 12 mass shooting in 
Orlando, where the Muslim son of Afghan immigrants killed 
49 people at a gay nightclub. It was but the latest of a string 

of terrorist attacks on American soil since 9/11. Last year, a 
Pakistani-American couple killed 14 in San Bernardino, while 
in 2009, an American son of Palestinian immigrants killed 13 
people at the Fort Hood army base.

The Obama administration laughably labeled that last 
attack a case of “workplace violence”, though it had proof 
the killer, who yelled “Allahu Akbar!” as he opened fire, 
had been in contact with Islamic terrorists. The president 
suggested the California killings might have the same cause 
– even after it came out that they were perpetrated by two 
Muslims carrying bombs along with their guns. Surviving 
witnesses were widely quoted as saying that the Orlando 
shooter had pledged allegiance to ISIS and its leader during 
the attack, but the administration redacted his references to 
“the Islamic State” and ISIS leader “Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi” 
when it first released the attack’s 911 transcripts. Even in its 
programs ostensibly aimed at countering the threat to the 
United States from radical Islam, the administration refuses 
to name that threat, using the circumlocution “Countering 

Violent Extremism” without naming 
the ideology behind it.

Perhaps the famous example 
of the administration’s aversion to 
admitting the existence of Islamic 
terrorism comes from the woman 
running to preserve Obama’s legacy. 
As secretary of state when four 
Americans were killed in Benghazi, 
Libya, in 2012, Hillary Clinton 
initially claimed the violence was 
the spontaneous result of an anti-
Islam YouTube video. Subsequent 
investigations found that it was a 
premeditated attack planned and 
carried out by a group affiliated with 
al Qaeda – and that Clinton knew it. 
To this day she remains reluctant to 
call a spade a spade. Last December, 
shortly after the San Bernardino 
attack, she told interviewer George 
Stephanopoulos she didn’t want to 
say “radical Islam” because “it doesn’t 
do justice to the vast numbers of 
Muslims in our own country and 
around the world who are peaceful 
people”. 

Americans don’t feel any safer 
than they did eight years ago. Most 
think the Obama administration’s 
attempt at a realignment in the 
Middle East has been a failure, no 
matter how hard the president and 
his presumptive heir try to pretend 
otherwise. Clinton and Obama 
might deny the existence of Islamic 
terrorism, but Americans can see 
proof of it on their own shores, and 
Trump constantly reminds them of it.
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The great divide on 
race

It’s an insult to voters’ 
intelligence when their 
leaders lie to them – 
especially in the cause of 
political correctness. “The 
suspect said he was upset 
at white people”, Dallas 
police chief David Brown 
said of the man who killed 
five policemen. “The suspect 
stated he wanted to kill 
white people, especially 
white officers”. Here’s Obama 
on the same subject: “I think 
it’s very hard to untangle 
the motives of this shooter. 
As we’ve seen, in a whole 
range of incidents with mass shooters, they are, by definition, 
troubled”. Clinton didn’t want to offend the Democratic 
base either, so she immediately shifted focus away from the 
five dead cops. The very next day, she said, “I’m going to be 
talking to white people. I think we’re the ones who have to 
start listening to the legitimate cries that are coming from 
our African-American fellow citizens”.

Donald Trump’s response was very different: He 
proclaimed the slaughter an attack on America, blamed Black 
Lives Matter for inciting anti-white hatred, and promised to 
be “the law and order candidate”. It is exactly the strategy 
Richard Nixon used to rally American voters in ’68, when it 
seemed the country was on the brink of an all-out race war. 

Trump is a buffoon and a boor, and quite possibly a 
genuinely dangerous demagogue, but if Americans feel a 
(legitimate) fear for their safety, he can win – especially if 
Hillary Clinton is determined to repeat Hubert Humphrey’s 
losing campaign against Nixon. Humphrey thought the 
solution to the unrest of his time was continued expansion 
of the welfare state, including civil rights programs, as 
envisioned in Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society. 

“For every prison Nixon 
vowed to build, Humphrey 
pledged to build new schools”, 
Michael W. Flamm writes in Law 
and Order: Street Crime, Civil 
Unrest, and the Crisis of Liberalism 
in the 1960s. Flamm quotes an 
unnamed Democrat official: 
“‘If the election depends on 
law and order,’ he said bluntly, 
‘we won’t win’.” Humphrey 
couldn’t talk about law and 
order, because it alienated too 
many of the Democrats’ core 
supporters, progressives and 
African-Americans. Nixon could, 
and did, and in his acceptance 

speech at the Republican convention in August, he attacked 
the idea that such talk was coded language aimed at white 
voters’ worst instincts. “It is the voice of the great majority 
of Americans, the forgotten Americans”, he declared. “They 
are not racists or sick; they are not guilty of the crime that 
plagues the land”. Images from outside the Democratic 
convention in Chicago shock us now. We forget that at the 
time, the police, brutal as they were, had substantial public 
support. It has been well understood that fear influences 
voter behaviour at least since Machiavelli. All the wishful 
progressive thinking in the world can’t change that.

A clear choice on terrorism
Elites on left and right were horrified when Trump 

declared the country should ban – at least temporarily – 
Muslims from traveling to the United States. Polls found 
that half of American voters – all voters, not just Republicans 
– agreed with him. Almost half also supported Trump’s 
endorsement of torturing terrorists to “beat the savages”. 
While Republicans, and conservative voters generally, are 
divided over their candidate’s protectionist economic policies, 

they find more agreement with 
some of his ideas on national 
security – especially compared 
with Clinton’s positions. 

When Trump claimed, after 
the Orlando massacre, that 
Clinton wanted “a 500 percent 
increase in Syrian refugees 
coming into our country”, 
PolitiFact scoffed – but 
examined the claim and found 
it to be true. A week and a half 
later, Britain surprised the world 
by voting to leave the European 
Union, partly over concerns 
about Muslim immigration. 
Trump applauded, as did a 
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lot of center-right Americans, while Clinton-Obama 
joined the elitist chorus in deploring the ignorance of 
the decision and warning of its apocalyptic economic 
consequences. 

Many hostile pundits have been comparing Trump to 
segregationist George Wallace, the 1968 historical footnote 
known as the last third-party candidate to receive any 
Electoral College votes. But Trump has more in common 
with the two most successful North American politicians 
of that year – Richard Nixon and Pierre Trudeau. That may 
seem an odd coupling, but both positioned themselves 
as tough guys during a time of acute civil disorder. And 
Trudeau, like Trump, was a recent convert to his party, as 
well as the furthest thing from a conventional politician. 
The Maclean’s writers who summarized Trudeau’s win 
30 years later could be talking about Trump in 2016, a 
mesmerizing and media-savvy – though far less shrewd – 
non-politician politician:

Trudeau knew nothing about ordinary voters but he 
could read the national mood. The contradictions in the 
country's character had grown so acute, he reasoned, 
that no symbol of authority could reconcile them. That 
process required a master of ambiguity, a leader whose 
thoughts and aspirations remained as unknowable and 
as unpredictable as those of his subjects. That ambiguity 
helped create his personal magnetism; people could 
endow him with their own aspirations and fantasies. 
Trudeau thus became a mirror for Canadians' neuroses, 
performing the indispensable psychic act of releasing 

our anxieties to the surface, where they belong.

Trudeau was an intellectual, unlike Trump, but he radiated 
similar insouciance. Asked during the campaign about the 
future of Liberalism, he responded, “An exciting political party 
should have both blondes and brunettes”. He was likewise 
unbeholden to party or dogma: “I do not feel myself bound 
by any doctrine or rigid approaches. I am a pragmatist”. 
Trudeau’s defining moment in the 1968 campaign was 
on June 24, the night before the election, when Quebec 
separatists started a riot at Montreal’s St. Jean Baptiste Day 
parade. “Trudeau au poteau!” (“Trudeau to the gallows!”) they 
bellowed as they threw rocks and bottles at the man who 
would be elected the next prime minister. His security team 
wanted him to leave, but Trudeau stood his ground. The aura 
of fearlessness in the face of anarchy would help carry him 
to victory the next day and for many years beyond. 

There will inevitably be more civil unrest – and 
potentially another major act of terrorism – before the vote 
in November. Trump can only benefit from its impact on the 
campaign, while Clinton will have no credible answer to it. It 
may well produce an outcome that is nowhere apparent in 
today’s polling.

Kelly Jane Torrance is a Canadian writer and deputy managing edi-
tor of the Weekly Standard based in Washington, D.C.
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