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a 1798 letter, “[I]t was the practice of the
Emigrants from Scotland to bring with
them Certificates from the religious
Societies to which they belonged, of
their honesty, sobriety, and generally of
their good Character! Why should we
not require some such Document from
all Emigrants, and it would be well to
add to the Testimonial that the person to
whom it was granted was not expelled
from his Country and had not been convicted of any crime.” He wondered, “If
from the emigrations of past time we
have suffered inconvenience and our
true national character has been disfigured, what are we to expect from the
Emigrants of the present Day?”
John Jay, who would become the first
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, in
Federalist No. 2 positively celebrated
the fact that for all its “diversity,” the
United States consisted essentially of
people whose religious and cultural
traits were broadly similar and compatible, rather than widely divergent and a
potential threat to social comity. “Providence,” he wrote, “has been pleased to
give this one connected country to one
united people—a people descended
from the same ancestors, speaking the
same language, professing the same religion, attached to the same principles of
government, very similar in their manners and customs.”
According to Professor Thomas G.
West of the University of Dallas, “None
of the Founders gave a theoretical
account of the right of a political community to exclude would-be immigrants.
That is because such a right was obvious
to all as an inference from the general
principles they all shared. No one in the
early debates in Congress on the naturalization laws doubted the government’s right to determine exclusionary
criteria for citizenship.”
At the Constitutional Convention, for
example, New York’s Gouverneur
Morris warned of being “polite at the

expense of prudence.” He noted that the
privileges that emigrants enjoyed in the
United States were considerably greater
than in the rest of the world but concluded by reminding his listeners that
“every Society from a great Nation down
to a Club had the right of declaring the
conditions on which new members
should be admitted.”
Decades ago, proof that the Founders
did not approve of mass immigration
might have been an argument in favor of
rethinking current immigration policy.
Today, the politically correct automatons who inhabit our nation’s universities would be more likely to conclude
that the Founding Fathers were racists
whose views should be of no account.

But if the Founding Fathers were
racists for opposing mass immigration,
so is virtually everyone in the vast bulk
of the nations of the world right now
since hardly any country outside the selfdestructive West favors immigration that
would undermine and overwhelm the
social and cultural features that make
their nations unique. The Founders recommended the kind of prudence and
common sense that any nation observes
in its immigration policy. If only the Bush
administration would listen. ■
Thomas E. Woods Jr. holds a Ph.D. in
history from Columbia University and
is associate editor of the Latin Mass
magazine.

Spending Like a
Drunken Democrat
Bush drives the nation towards bankruptcy.
By Peter Eavis
F O R G E T T H E L I B E R AT I O N of Iraq,

George W. Bush will be remembered as
the president who bankrupted America.
Every president of the past 40 years
has contributed to the dire fiscal problems from which the United States now
suffers. Bush, however, by massively
increasing government spending and
doing nothing to reduce the looming
burden of Social Security and Medicare,
will receive more blame than any of his
predecessors.
A quick run through the numbers
shows why future generations, weighed
down by a national debt that is now

growing at $1.8 billion a day, will look
back in bewilderment, wondering why
Bush, despite Republican majorities in
both houses of Congress, decided to go
for broke.
Under his administration, the national
debt has gone up a stunning 24 percent,
to $7 trillion. A chief reason for that
increase is that Bush has enthusiastically promoted an explosion in government spending. In 2004, federal government outlays are expected to exceed
$2.3 trillion, which is $500 billion more
than in 2000. At nearly $500 billion, the
budget deficit is close to 4.5 percent of
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gross domestic product, the sort of ratio
usually seen in developing countries
that are about to implode. Contrary to
the White House’s absurd projections,
private economists expect annual deficits
of between $400 billion and $600 billion
over the next 10 years.
According to recent research, it’s not
as if budget questions lack urgency.
Medicare and Social Security are underfunded to the tune of $43 trillion. Both
programs are in need of immediate
reform, as Baby Boomers will soon start
hitting retirement age. Yet Bush further
bloated the Medicare imbalance in
December with a new drug plan costing
at least $400 billion over 10 years. As for
Social Security, Bush made reform of
this entitlement program a centerpiece
of his election campaign. He even told
former Treasury Secretary Paul O’Neill
that his Social Security plans were “what
got me elected,” according to Ron
Suskind’s Price of Loyalty. But, beyond
forming a special commission, Bush has
done nothing to further restructuring of
Social Security, which casts doubt on
any promises he makes on this subject in
the 2004 re-election campaign.
One shocking aspect of the past three
years is that so many prominent conservatives don’t seem to care that Bush has
splurged like crazy and added over $1
trillion to the nation’s debt in the
process. The Republican Party in Congress, despite an ill-deserved reputation
for favoring fiscal discipline, has done
nothing to prevent Bush from dragging
us into a fiscal morass. Instead, the GOP
has participated wholeheartedly in
Bush’s LBJ-like largesse. Its swing away
from fiscal first principles has been
breathtaking. The last big spending bill
that went through Congress was so full
of pork that the Republicans who voted
for it deserve the fate of the Gadarene
swine.
Of course, there are plenty of hack
conservative pundits out there to argue
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fervently for Bush’s fiscal policy. They
rightly champion the president for
enacting tax cuts, but they seem unfazed
that his spending will have to be
financed by higher taxes if it doesn’t
stop now. Bush’s defenders also downplay the seriousness of the budget
deficit and claim it was unavoidable
after 9/11. Nonsense, of course, but dangerous nonsense nonetheless because it
gives the impression that the Right,
which has won nearly all the key economic debates of the last 20 years, is
fully onboard Bush’s sinking ship.
Some Bush Republicans still pay lip
service to the principles of fiscal conservatism but in the same hollow manner
that the Soviet leaders spoke of “people’s
democracy.” And Bush is expected to
throw fiscal conservatives a bone or two
in his budget for the fiscal year ending
Sept. 30, 2005, set to go to Congress on
Feb. 2. The president cannot be trusted,
though. He displays no sign that he can
stop his fiscal folly. As a result, it may
take a brutal intervention by the market
to put a stop to spending. To be sure, in
an election year no one is in the mood to
listen to the complaints of fiscal conservatives demanding spending cuts. But
when the markets start beating up on
this country, ears will open, and the proBush arguments will wilt.
The main argument advanced in
defense of Bush’s fiscal policy is that his
budget deficits have been thrust upon
him by events like 2001’s terror attacks,
the economic slowdown, and the campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq. But while
the budget position was obviously going
to worsen after 9/11, Bush has caused it
to deteriorate to a point where the deficit
is actually a threat to the security of the
nation’s economy. If another 9/11-type
event were to occur, the economy would
be much less resilient than it was in 2001,
due in part to the fiscal imbalance.
The nasty truth is that Bush was a
reckless spendthrift from the get-go.
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Many on the Left said that the closeness
of the 2000 election result demanded of
Bush that he govern from the center.
Immediately, he went the extra mile and
started ruling like a big-government
Democrat, spending billions in the
process. One example was Bush’s early
desire to pour money into the public-education system, which will only entrench
its problems. Since 2001, education
spending has surged by over 50 percent
to $61 billion. And Bush kept squandering long after it became apparent to
everyone outside the administration that
deficits were going to deepen. As the libertarian-leaning Cato Institute points out,
the $400 billion for Medicare prescription
drugs is more than double the sum Bush
first requested in his 2002 budget.
Looking at spending unrelated to
defense and so-called mandatory outlays
like Social Security and Medicare reveals
Bush’s inherent need to splurge. This
exercise also blows away the attempts of
some on the Right to compare Bush’s
deficits with Reagan’s. In inflationadjusted dollars, Bush increased nondefense discretionary spending by 20.8
percent in his first three years, versus a
13.5 percent cut under Reagan’s first
three years, according to Cato.
Indeed, Bush’s decision to go for
butter as well as guns puts him at odds
not only with Reagan, but also Lyndon
Johnson, long demonized by the Right
for ushering in the welfare era. Johnson
made substantial cuts in Great Society
spending in order to afford the mounting
costs of the Vietnam War. Because Bush
has done the opposite, even in the
unlikely event that the U.S. manages to
cut back defense spending in five years,
the government will still have big fiscal
problems to deal with.
And the chances of a big reduction in
defense spending are slim because this
administration will find any excuse to
throw money at the defense establishment. In fact, there is an intriguing
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episode described in the Suskind/O’Neill
book that suggests that Bush would
have increased defense spending even
without 9/11.
In the very first month of the Bush
administration, Donald Rumsfeld sent
O’Neill a memo that recommended a
giant increase in defense spending to
deal with what Rumsfeld saw as new
threats to America. The defense secretary also bemoaned the effect of President Clinton’s “procurement holiday” on
transport and weapons systems, according to O’Neill. To address these needs,
Rumsfeld requested that spending be
increased by between $255 billion and
$842 billion over the next five years. To

antiwar perspective, however, Bush’s
ramp-up in defense spending looks positively wicked. Not only were Americans
duped into supporting the invasion by
misinformation about WMD and Hussein-al-Qaeda links, they have also been
made to pay through the nose for it. The
U.S. doesn’t have a conscript army, but
its taxpayers are legally press-ganged
into providing financial support for
Bush’s military adventurism.
Domestically, pro-Bush conservatives
point to his tax cuts when establishing
his free-market credentials. And, to be
fair, it is a valid claim. Moreover, the
Bush administration was right to avoid
the current demand of “fiscally respon-

IT IS TRULY SCANDALOUS THAT THE PRESIDENT DID NOT ACCOMPANY HIS TAX
CUTS WITH A SERIOUS PLAN TO CUT THE DEFICIT.

comprehend the audacity of Rumsfeld’s
request, recall that defense spending
since 2001, after two wars, has
increased by around $150 billion.
Obviously, Rumsfeld may have been
putting in large requests as a bargaining
tactic, and Suskind does not tell us what
happened to his request or what Bush’s
reaction to it was. This account makes
painfully clear, however, that Rumsfeld
had dispensed completely with the idea
of a “peace dividend.” And it would be
wholly incorrect to argue that Rumsfeld
was somehow prescient to request this
sort of money before 9/11. His memo
does not focus on terrorism but on hostile states that may gain access to
weapons of mass destruction. And since
many “rogue states” still exist, we can be
pretty certain that there will be calls for
more money to tackle them.
Many conservative criticisms of
Bush’s fiscal policy assume that it was
right to fight the war in Iraq. From an

sible” liberals that the budget be balanced before tax cuts are enacted. The
truth is that if they had their way, spending would never be reduced to the balancing point. It was an obvious trap, and
Bush was astute to avoid it.
At the same time, it is truly scandalous that the president did not accompany his tax cuts with a serious plan to
cut the deficit in the medium term. The
absence of such a plan shows that the
tax cuts were motivated primarily by
politics, not a desire to see people take
more control over their money. Along
with the tax cuts should have come a
commitment to balancing the budget in
five years using across-the-board spending cuts. It would be a tough sell, especially as much of the deficit is due to a
war that few people would have supported had the government not lied.
Such a plan, if it were floated now,
would probably lose Bush the next election. But introduced a year ago, it could

have been a runner and paid off huge
political dividends if implemented.
The final argument advanced by the
supporters of Bush’s fiscal policy is that
the deficit won’t harm the economy by
pushing up interest rates. That is very
misleading, and to see it being used is a
sign of how low pro-Bush economists
will stoop. The standard argument for
why deficits create higher rates is that
the government competes for capital,
making it scarce and forcing up its price.
That, however, implies a fixed supply of
credit. Right now, credit is superabundant. Because of lax Federal Reserve
policies, getting a loan has never been
easier, and debt, private and public, can
grow without getting more expensive.
Supply meets demand, and the price of
debt goes down, not up.
Now, if the Fed were forced to reverse
its easy-money stance, interest rates
would soar, and the government’s voracious hunger for debt would help drive
up the cost of borrowing. In other
words, the Bushies are benefiting from
the devil-may-care monetary policy of
Fed chairman Alan Greenspan, who
really should be cast as the hidden villain in the deficit saga because of his
integral role in underwriting it.
At some point, the markets will have
a panic attack over the budget deficit
and the gargantuan shortfalls building
up in Social Security and Medicare. If
the market freaks during Bush’s tenure,
it might be the only thing that forces him
to quit his insane spending habit. Then
again, all evidence suggests that a dip in
the economy might make him spend
even more. Bush doesn’t know how to
stop. Like a credit-card thief, the President of the United States is going on a
shopping binge and making other
people pay. If history gives Bush a nickname, it will be Deadbeat Dubya. ■
Peter Eavis writes a column on stocks
and the economy for TheStreet.com.
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Feeling a Draft
Imperial burdens overstretch the All-Volunteer Force.
By Doug Bandow
T H R E E D E C A D E S A G O the United
States inaugurated the All-Volunteer
Force. The AVF produced the world’s
finest military, capable of deterring
superpower competitors and destroying
regional powers with equal avidity.
Today, however, the U.S. military is
under enormous strain. Although the
best fighting force on the planet, it lacks
sufficient strength to satisfy the
demands of an imperial foreign policy.
The massive troop rotation in Iraq
planned for this spring is necessary but
will do nothing to reduce pressure on
American servicemen.
The U.S. has managed so far by turning the Reserves and National Guard
into de facto active-duty units. But the
Bush administration risks driving down
recruiting and retention for both active
and Reserve forces. And some congressmen are already promoting a return to
conscription. Rep. Charles Rangel (DN.Y.) warns, “The experts are all saying
we’re going to have to beef up our presence in Iraq. We’ve failed to convince
our allies to send troops, we’ve
extended deployments so morale is
sinking, and the president is saying we
can’t cut and run. So what’s left?”
Unfortunately, no relief for the U.S.
military is in the offing. About 10,000
U.S. troops remain in Afghanistan.
Despite dramatic initial success, Washington now must cope with increasing
attacks on coalition soldiers and foreign
aid workers outside the capital.
Iraq is of even greater concern.
Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld
once opined that the number of U.S.
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troops could fall to 30,000 by fall 2003.
But the garrison now numbers
153,000—about 133,000 of whom are
American. (Another 34,000 perform
support duties in Kuwait.) The coalition
has made progress in restoring services
and rebuilding infrastructure. Yet far
more is involved in the administration’s
goal of creating a liberal, pro-Western
democracy.
Even the capture of Saddam Hussein
seems largely irrelevant to combating an
increasingly broad-based insurgency.
Indeed, Washington may find its task
made more difficult since it can no
longer argue that Iraqis must choose
between the U.S. and Hussein. Moreover, popular attitudes seem far more
equivocal than the administration tells.
In mid-November, the CIA warned, in a
report endorsed by occupation head
Paul Bremer, that Iraqis were losing
faith in U.S. efforts and policies, creating
a fertile environment for the insurgents.
One unnamed official told the New York
Times, “The trend lines are in the wrong
direction.”
These conflicts are taking a heavy
toll on the U.S. military. By November
more Americans had died in Iraq after
President George W. Bush’s May 1 pronouncement that hostilities had ended
than had during the war, for a total of
400. At the same time twice as many had
been wounded, about 2,000, as had been
during the war. Despite the hopes raised
by the capture of Saddam Hussein,
insurgents continue to kill, maim, and
wound U.S. personnel. Moreover, casualties continue in Afghanistan.
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Some analysts and politicians profess
that the casualties are overrated as a
problem. Columnist Alan Caruba cheerfully explains that statistically the average person is more likely to be murdered in Washington, D.C. Rep. George
Nethercutt (R-Wash.) observed that
what the U.S. is achieving in Iraq “is a
better and more important story than
losing a couple of soldiers every day.”
On the ground, significant frustration
mixes with obvious pride. Administration supporters routinely complain that
the media are focusing on bad news; the
troops, however, seem quite aware of
the bad news. A recent poll of 2,000 soldiers by Stars and Stripes, a Pentagonfunded newspaper for members of the
armed forces, found that 40 percent
believed the Iraq mission was unrelated
to their training, one-third believed their
mission was not clearly defined, and
one-third believed the Iraqi war was of
limited value.
The administration has designed a
rotation plan to bring down the U.S. garrison to about 110,000 this spring. But
that will occur “only if the security situation permits,” observes Rumsfeld.
President George W. Bush also sought to
dampen expectations, saying that force
levels could fall, stay the same, or
increase, “whatever is necessary to
secure Iraq.” In fact, many analysts
believe that more troops are necessary.
But the Pentagon has had trouble
finding sufficient soldiers to man its
existing commitments. As of late 2003,
21 of 33 active Army combat brigades
were committed overseas—16 in Iraq,
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