
PROLOGUE

As our nation was coming into being, Tom Paine

famously observed “These are the times that try men’s

souls.” The threat he was concerned with was not from

Great Britain, but from within the new United States of

America: Were we or were we not going to live up to the

ideals we had claimed for ourselves?

From the start the signs were not encouraging. As we

gained our independence from Britain, we were also 1)

taking our first steps toward stealing all of the lands

of the native tribes by any means necessary, while 2)

taking over and depending upon the slave trade. As our

youth as a nation, that is, we began our ongoing history

of militaristic imperialism and of treating “non-whites”

as though they were also “non-human.” It is also worth

noting that those two processes served as something of a

training school for our now ingrained habit of “blaming

the victim.” |1|

Soon after we became a nation, we had come to view

our many aggressions both within and beyond North America

as a beneficence for those conquered, done “for their own

good”; a blessing from on high. Indeed, already by 1823,

our President Monroe announced the “Monroe Doctrine:

“Attention Europe! Stay out of our hemisphere!” Uncle Sam

didn’t colonize or imperialize; we just expanded. 

Since 1776 we have made many wars. |2| However, in only

one war were we fighting to “save our souls”; our Civil

War. The others were to expand, or, as with World War II,

to hold on to “our” territories. But wasn’t World War II

“a war against fascism”? Not quite. Had it been, we would

have joined the fight no later than 1939; but, like

Britain, we waited to be attacked (in our case by Japan),

and went to war against Germany only after Hitler

declared war against us. 

In the past decade or so it has increasingly become

apparent that our “souls” are “tried” from within for the

second time. As with the Civil War, the issue is whether

or not we will finally try to live up to our ideal as the

“land of the free and the home of the brave,” where “all

men are created equal.” 
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In the Civil War 600,000 soldiers died to resolve

that matter; or did they? Why the “or did they”? Part of

the answer is that about half of those dead soldiers died

to maintain slavery; another part refers to the fact that

it was not until the 1920s that women were even partially

(and then reluctantly) seen as “equal”; and there were

many more decades before Afro-Americans were — also

reluctantly — seen as belonging among the “free and the

brave”; maybe; for a while. For example, consider the

following “item” concerning black GIs in World War II...

 

Item: General Douglas MacArthur became a hero

as U.S. Commanding General in the Pacific war.

Early on, he issued an order that black

soldiers were not allowed to carry weapons: no

matter what, no matter where, no matter when;

in or out of combat areas (which was not so in

the European war.)

You may learn the full story from Killens (a

black soldier in the Pacific war |3|; here is

part of it: At a U.S. airbase at the

northeastern tip of Australia, black soldiers

broke into the storage building for weapons,

took rifles and engaged in a bloody fight

against their fellow (but white) GIs. I knew

about it, because I was on my way back to New

Guinea (after a leave), was trying to land to

refuel, and had to turn back.

That was in the past. In what ways are our “souls”

being threatened here and now? This book seeks to raise

and to answer that question. What follows in this

Prologue is a mere suggestion of an answer. The chapters

to follow provide details, both as regards 1) the non-

democratic ways and means to which we have become

accustomed, and 2) the ugly revival of anti-democratic

ways and means already in place, with others on their

way.
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Slouching Toward Hell

Since the 1970s, the dominant socio-economic

tendencies in the USA have been taking us “to the Right”

at an accelerating rate and with a widening scope. Most

who read this will know what those terms mean; some will

not. There is no “official definition” of the political

“Left” or “Right”; what follows here refers to how the

terms are generally used and will be used here. 

They refer to directions of political power and

policy. Movement to the Left refers to policies

representing the felt needs and wants of the majority of

the people; that is, toward more democracy in the

economic and social realms as well as in politics.

Movement to the Right refers to policies representing the

felt needs and desires of a distinct minority in those

three realms — led by, but by no means limited to, the

business world. 

Thus, a movement to the Left would reduce

inequalities regarding — at least — the matters discussed

in Chapters 9  and 10. In contrast, a movement to the

Right signifies increasing inequalities in all of its

realms assisted by policies and structures that represent
and work to the advantage of a small minority. Also,

Chapters 2 and 3 show how class relationships, along with
gender and “race” discrimination persistently favor “the

Right.”

Harmful though the victims of inequality may be, it

also needs understanding that inequalities also wreak

great harm upon the society as a whole — economically,

politically, and socially. Those consequences are

examined at some length in Chapter 11 . Then, in Chapter
12, when the treatment of inequalities is compared with
that in Western Europe, it may be seen that although

capitalism requires inequality, it need not be as

inhumane, nor as dehumanizing as it has been and is in

the USA. 

That said, then what is especially worrisome about

current developments, and why? The main theme of this

book is that the already deep and wide inequalities of
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the USA are now becoming always more so. Their depth and

breadth have been inherited from our history, of course,

a history which has intermittently turned to the Right

and to the Left.

Thus, from the 1930s and into the early 1970s, a

politically moderate “Left” process produced a

significant, but also moderate shift of power and a

series of socio-economic reforms which, much aided by the

strongest and most numerous labor unions ever in our

history and an accordingly “liberal” Congress and Supreme

Court, steered our socio-economic policies significantly

toward the “Left.” For a while.

Then, in the 1970s, those developments were made to

begin their ongoing reversal. In that decade the economy

combined high unemployment and inflation and consumerism.

(See Chapter 7. ) 

That combination very much weakened workers and

their unions political strength; while, at the same time

the business world (especially its big corporations) saw

it as their opportunity to get rid of the earlier reforms

by “organizing” politically in many ways. In effect, they

were creating a “Right-wing” political movement

(including, in addition to business groups, those against

the earlier reforms for diverse reasons: racists and

sexists, “gun lovers,” Evangelical Christians, and

militarists); put more simply, those against democracy,

against discrimination, and against those who were

against war. 

Whether directly by the Republican Party at all

governmental levels, or indirectly through tens of

thousands of highly-paid lobbyists and other forms of

corruption, the “Right” was able both to undo earlier

reforms and to build a Congress and Supreme Court of its

own, the latter culminating with its OK to the stolen

presidential election of 2000 (in Florida) — and eased

the shift to the Right in all respects.

Among its many results were continuous tax cuts for

the rich, enormous military budgets and a bristling

foreign policy, anti-homosexual, anti-health care, anti-

educational policies, and not least in importance, to
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create a seemly impermeable political atmosphere of their

own; aided and abetted each step along the way by the

media, itself a “big business” (and whose main income is

from the advertising of other “big businesses”).

The personification of such policies may be found in

President George W. Bush. But the way was first paved for

him by Richard Nixon, then Ronald Reagan, followed by

Bush’s father, then Bill Clinton (who bowed and scraped

to the Right all too often); and, it needs adding, the

U.S. Congress and State legislatures with right-wing

majorities achieved in many ways, not least of which was

their bought and paid for political campaigns at all

levels and tens of thousands of highly-paid lobbyists.|4| 

One may dislike all of that greatly and still ask:

What is to be feared? Is not today’s lurch to the Right

just another bump in the road?

The answer to that requires guessing, of course. But

an important part of an answer is provided by an

examination of the relevant history of the 20  centuryth

that relates to the victories of right-wing movements in

Europe between the two world wars. 

The reference is to the emergence and spread of

fascism over much of the capitalist world (in Greece,

Spain, Portugal, Hungary, Japan and, of course, in Italy

and Germany. That history is the most relevant for

appraising the ongoing rightward shift in the USA.

How and why that happened for Italy and Germany will

be given sustained attention in our final chapter. Here,

a brief look only, which can underline how and why we

should be concerned with the ongoing rightward shift in

the USA.

“It Can’t Happen Here”

That was the ironic title of a mid-1930s novel by

one of our leading writers, Sinclair Lewis.|5| He was

stimulated to write it by the string of rightist

movements in Michigan, Louisiana, and in California, most

strongly. It did not “happen here” then; why it is on its

way to happening here as “friendly fascism” in the
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foreseeable future will be examined briefly below, and

more fully in Chapter 13.
I begin with a few observations concerning the

fascism that took control of Italy and Germany between

the two world wars, and that which now threatens to take

hold in the USA. 

The similarities between that past and our present

make it all too likely that our ongoing move to the Right

will take us into a totally non-democratic system, as

happened in Italy and Germany; the differences between

their reality and our probability suggest that although

even our partial democracy is likely to be lost in a few

decades, that the totalitarianism of the U.S.A. will be

very different from Italian and German fascism; it will

be “friendly fascism” — that is, a fascist society in

which institutionalized force would be minimal compared

with that of historical fascism. Yes, minimal — but still

“fascist”; i.e., and among other dangers, stripped of

democracy, intensely militaristic, and so on, up to and

including the speeding up of our already strong moves

toward environmental and military disasters and severe

economic inequality.

The term friendly fascism was first used in a book

with that title, by Bertram Gross in 1980. |6| In doing

so, Gross very probably had Orwell’s 1984 in mind. |6|

(published in 1948). As noted above, there will be a

fuller discussion of “friendly fascism” in our last

chapter. Now we note some key similarities and

differences among and between Italy and Germany in the

1920s and 1930s and the USA today.

1. The USA To begin with, it seems almost something of a

bad joke to even mention the USA and fascism in “the same

breath.” In many ways, ours has been seen as a society to

be admired and envied, for our intellectual, cultural,

and scientific strengths, our many geographic beauties,

our wealth, and, not least, for our democracy and its

freedoms.
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2. And Italy? It is geographically a very small country,

when compared with the U.S.A. and it lacks the many

natural resources taken for granted here. But it is well-

located for trade, and has excellent agricultural

resources. More than all else, Italy has been admired for

its marvelous contributions in the world of art,

literature, and music (and, more recently, film) and has

had more than its share of scientific advancement. Late

in the 19  century, Italy was admired for its vigorousth

democratic movements, most especially as regards the mass

of its agricultural and industrial workers. In the years

1900 to 1918 it had become one of the most democratic

nations in Europe, with Germany a close second; at least.

3. Germany? Considerably more than Italy (or the USA),

Germany had long been seen as a major contributor in the

aesthetic and, as well, in the scientific world. World

War I by itself made an economic ruin of Germany, and the

greedy postwar “peace treaties” imposed upon Germany at

Versailles by the victors piled ruin upon ruin.

From 1918 to 1924 Germany was effectively starving

to death until the victors, led by U.S. capital, came in

to assist financially in what by the mid-‘20s had become

a vibrant recovery. In the years 1925 to 1930, that

recovery was such as to reinvigorate the previous

advanced and efficient economy, and to do the same for

German science and culture — so much so, that it is

accepted that in those same years, Germany was generally

viewed as the “center of global culture and science. 

In less than five years, however, its leader had

become Adolph Hitler, and Germany was well on its way to

becoming the most disgusting, ferocious, and cruel

society in history. |7| 

Germany’s Nazism was fascism with a different and

cunningly deceptive name: (NSDAP, or in translation) the

“National Socialist German Workers’ Party.” Because of

its concentration camps and its genocidal treatment of

Jews And Gypsies, it made Italy’s fascism seem gentle.

But gentle it never was; especially not after 1938, when
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Italy joined Germany in transporting (Italian) Jews to

Hitler’s camps.

The major point of the foregoing is, by us, now,

that in just a few years before Italy and/or Germany

became vicious fascist societies, it would have seemed

ridiculous to their citizens — or others — to think that

“It” could happen in those countries.

Of which, concerning the USA, much more will be said

in Chapter 13 . Here, however a final observation

concerning fascism, past and present and, a concluding

bit more about Italy and Germany. Because the world has

changed so much and in so many ways since World War II,

it is extremely unlikely that the fascism of Italy,

Germany, and others could happen again in Western Europe

or in the USA; however, be warned: it did happen again,

in the most democratic country in Latin America.

In what was a close copy Italian fascism was

critically assisted from its beginnings by the Nixon

Administration in 1973: in Chile, when the democratically

elected Allende government was overthrown by the fascist

General Pinochet. During and after the struggle,

countless thousands of Chileans were tortured and

murdered. At that time, Chile was the most advanced (and

the most capitalist) nation in Latin America;

understandably its people had come to believe that theirs

was a truly civilized nation: it was too civilized for

Kissinger, Nixon, and General Pinochet.|8| 

Be that as it may, why is it so unlikely that

“historic fascism” will be repeated, especially in the

USA? Part of the answer has an very unpleasant side to

it: specifically, in the USA, the brutal ways and means

of fascism are not likely to be necessary to achieve the

results desired by those with power. Why not? Because as

political matters now stand, there does not exist in the

U.S.A. any substantial, let alone strong democracy

needing to be smashed; but “smashing” was necessary to

hold back the strong Left movements of Italy and Germany

in the interwar period, and again in the Chile of the

1960s and 1970s. 
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That could change here; however, although there are

surely many millions of our people who would detest even

“friendly” fascism, at present it is unlikely that more

than some thousands of us do now or are likely in the

future to constitute a meaningful opposition to what now

looms over the horizon. 

That generalization, which applies especially

(although not only) to the USA will be pursued at some

length in our final chapter. Here, however, a relevant

comment concerning the fascism of the past and what might

occur in the near future, with variations.

In 1943, the eminent English political philosopher

Harold Laski wrote a book seeking to explain both the

revolutionary and counter-revolutionary movements of the

preceding two decades.|9| In his analysis of fascism,

Laski defined it in a telling way, at least as relevant

for our times as for his: “Fascism is capitalism with the

gloves off.” (Not all who read this would know that the

“gloves” referred to are not dainty white gloves, but

those heavily padded gloves used by boxers for sparring

practice, so that serious injuries will be unlikely.)

What then are the “gloves” of capitalism? They are

the ways and means of political democracy. In principle,

and by the early 20  century, in practice — politicalth

democracy could be and was used to allow an anti-

capitalist movement to exist, even to flourish — and in

principle to get rid of capitalism were it to achieve a

political majority — which, in Italy and Germany had come

to be seen as a real probability — in Italy by 1920, in

Germany by 1930. 

Therefore, in both Italy and Germany, as strong and

always growing anti-capitalist movements emerged and

continued, the “establishment” in effect concluded: “Off

with the gloves! No more political democracy!” 

What or who was “the establishment? In both Italy

and Germany it was headed up by business (especially big

business) — with critical support from the bottom up by

disillusioned and angry veterans — especially in Germany,

which had lost the war, but also in Italy, which was on
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the winning side, but not among the war’s economic

beneficiaries. Now another quick look at both: 

Italy: The establishment had two additional and

important members in addition to business, the big

farmers and the Catholic Church: a) the big farmers had

for centuries been hiring numberless and easily

exploitable peasants to do the work. But by the end of

the 19  century the latter were becoming powerless noth

longer; they were organized (and would be an important

ally for the workers’ socialist movement: see the film

“Bitter Rice”); b) the Church because it saw socialism as

irreligious. As the 19  century was ending and as Italianth

industrialization took hold the factory workers began to

stretch their political muscles. (See the film The

Organizer, in which Marcello Mastroianni is the tragic

hero.)

Germany: The “establishment” was also — “of course”

— the capitalist class, the most tightly organized (in

“cartels”) of all European businesses. As in Italy (if

for diverse reasons) they also gained the support of the

disillusioned military, from top to bottom. Having lost a

war that had been seen as “a pushover,” suffered enormous

casualties and, if they survived, come back to a

destroyed economy and rising misery they were an easy

touch for Hitler’s ranting against Jews — even though

anti-Semitism was less prevalent in Germany than in, say,

France — and for “revenge” against, especially, their

both their defeat and postwar treatment.

In both Italy and Germany (and elsewhere) as fascism

took hold, voting was replaced by force, beatings,

imprisonment, and murder, as the lofty “Establishment”

looked the other way. |10]

As emphasized in Chapter 4 , political democracy is

only one element of a democratic society; what else is

necessary for a truly democratic society are also

economic and social democracy; that is, a society

cherishing substantial equality. In the 20  century, andth

especially in the past 50 years or so, political

democracy has been easily “polluted” by corruption and

“diluted” or dried up by consumerism. Taken together,
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they have transformed voting into something like a game

of loaded dice. (See Chapters 2 and 4.)
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*A Personal Footnote : Because Brady was my principal

professor at U.C. Berkeley after World War II, I will

not resist telling this story, related as it is to

his 1937 book on Nazi Germany. A year after its

publication, the U.S. “House Un-American Activities

Committee” called Brady before it to “explain

himself” for having written such a critical book
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about one of our “friendly nations.” “Nazi Germany”

our friend, as late as 1938? Yes indeed; in that very

year, the U.S. Steel Company, the world’s largest,

met in Dusseldorf with British, German, and French

steel companies to make a “friendly agreement” to

divide up the world steel market). How could I know

about such things? I was working as a stenographer

and researcher in the office of the company’s V.P.

for Strategic Research at that time. (But not for

much longer.) 


