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 Exploring the nature of republics as a general mode of government.
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To the reader,

Truths are easier spoken about the past, but only generally 
explain the present, because the spirit of a people gives way to 
the toughest-pulling sentiment. In America, romantic individual-
ism succeeded; and in many ways, it is indicative of our populism 
both on the left and the right. 

Conservatism dies the moment it is uttered because it is a 
reversal of perversion, not the implementation of a new standard. 
In practice this means that they will rescind or impose policies 
to counter. The liberals, however, began with the mind and later 
solidified legislation when their dominance could be exerted with 
conscience rather than dikats—but to issue a diktat would imply 
that conservatives are winners, and they are not. Liberals then, 
enjoy a dominance exerted by both. They can rescind to count-
er, but they also impose from above, not from below. The two 
personalities are in contrary classes, with the most progressive (a 
crafted misnomer) occupying the hegemonic castle. 

Proper conservatives today take after Jefferson and Burke in 
their belief in the continuity of customs as necessary for con-
stitution building and necessary for the adhesion of a people. 
Note that constitution building not only means forming a legal 
document but implies the habits and understanding that binds the 
social contract. Our political sensibilities are built upon a com-
mon criteria of validity. Seeing as society’s criteria has already 
been lost, any attempt to save it by reversing policies that are 
cemented on top of it will not be cleanly excavated, if at all; it is 
like expecting wallpaper to be torn cleanly from the wallpaper it 
was glued on. 

Within this magazine you will find a garden of knowledge 
into the political apparatus of the republic and the political mind 
of man. This was not a light task and a project of this sort will 
always remain unfulfilled because there will always be some-
thing to say—the namesake article upon which we begin could 
be much longer in its completed form, so a part two is already 
in mind. But for this issue, every article has been crafted to talk 
about the republic from its own angle to offer you something new 
to graze on with every page; so this issue should be consumed 
together with thoughtfulness as every piece is complementary. 

The world today is teeming with news outlets, magazines, 
social media, and the like. Ideas are published every second and 
they consequently get old just as fast. Digital outlets today are 
focused primarily on one thing: generating clicks, never mind if 
anyone actually reads the article. Conservative outlets are not im-
mune to this reality. In fact, they actively and submissively play 
this game because it profitably lines their pockets. 

For example, each political side writes about tidbits in the cul-
ture war, never really contributing anything except instances of 
why they are right. This does nothing to inform anyone but those 
who already agree with them that there is something unpleas-
ant in existence. In effect, both the left and right are collecting 
ammunition. 

For the longest time, the left has been successful in presenting 
a vision of the future; so successful, that the natural disposition of 
man to want to tear up his forefathers in spite and rage has given 
way to these visions, often to the degeneration of society. Con-
servatives, for as reactionary as they have been and generally are, 
have not been able to do anything about the global shifts toward 
these visions because they lack one of their own. 

Except for complaining about how pop artists are satanic, the 
Ben Shapiros of the right offer very little in terms of discourse. 
The National Review types offer little because their Buckleyan 
philosophy of the “individual” is incompetent, libertarian, and 
therefore dying. And the TPUSA of conservatism is also cas-
trating itself in “brands” like “free markets, individualism, and 
limited government.” 

These are old conceptions of conservatism and are hardly 
conservative in the Burkean sense. Russell Kirk would go so far 
as to say that these concepts have become conservativism’s ide-
ology. But Kirk knew better than anyone that life was relational, 
or relative (which, if you have hitherto only listened to the above 
names and outlets, you might think was purely a postmodern and 
leftist idea). 

In the coming pages is another attempt at an outline of the 
authors’ political philosophy. Though they may be “to the right,” 
they are voices illuminating the road less traveled. Not all roads 
lead to Rome, and I will not claim that this magazine will get 
us there. But I will say with certainty that they will take us 
elsewhere, rather than the nowhere we are statically gazing into 
thanks to the “conservative idols” of today. 

Thanks for reading. As a reader-supported publication, your 
patronage means the world. 

Earnestly, 
Jacob Yusufov 

Letter From the Editor
“The difference in inspiration, trajectory and result between the American and French revolu-
tions is sometimes put down to the greater influence, in the American case, of conservative 
ways of thinking, compared with the romantic individualism, the desire to pull down the old 
order and make everything anew, that inspired the revolutionaries in France.”



Republics
By Luke Lattanzi

In the modern West, the republic is 
the most popular mode of govern-
ment. The modern liberal demo-

cratic status quo would have us believe 
that the republic—or more specifically, 
“representative democracy”—is the supe-
rior mode of government among all others. 
All other forms of government, monar-
chies in particular, says the modern liberal, 
are tyrannical and backwards. 

The word “republic” has its roots in 
Latin, the res publica, meaning “public 
thing,” or “public affair” in a literal sense. 
In ancient Rome, the res publica referred 
more broadly to the whole commonwealth, 
or state. The Roman Republic was, indeed, 
intended to be a public affair, a government 
of the people. The ancient acronym, SPQR, 
stood for Senatus Populusque Romanus 
(the Senate and People of Rome). 

Immediately, we notice a slight phil-
osophical similarity between Enlighten-
ment-era thought and ancient Rome’s re-
publican period. Indeed, in order for any 
republic to be a genuine republic, it must, 
in both a philosophical and practical sense, 
derive its power from the body of citizens 
that it is tasked with governing. Without 

this trait, the core premise of the res publi-
ca is nullified.

This is, however, far easier said than 
done, and because of this, there is a dark 
side to the res publica that is rarely dis-
cussed in the mainstream Western political 
sphere. In this essay, we will explore that 
dark side. More specifically, we will ex-
plore what I will call a number of “disposi-
tions” that are specific to the res publica as 
a mode of government. 

The crutch that is revealed through these 
dispositions is that the res publica, unlike 
other modes of government, is its need to 
“thread the needle,” meaning, to achieve 
a healthy balance between democracy and 
aristocracy; libertarianism and authoritari-
anism; and on and on. Even the slightest 
upset to this balance can, if not corrected 
in a timely manner, lead the res publica 
astray. Considering what most of history 
has shown of this mode of government, it 
is certainly true that republics can quickly 
devolve from legitimate, noble efforts of 
a citizenry to govern itself in accordance 
with virtue, to ideological fever dreams of 
rogue democracies, oligarchies, and other 
tyrannies of the like. Even more interest-

ingly, though, is that these dispositions can 
also be mutually reinforcing; meaning, that 
one disposition can be the natural conclu-
sion of another.

The Democratic Disposition

We have already established 
that a genuine republic 
is one that incorporates 

practical methods for living up to its core 
premise: being a government of, for, and 
by the people. Without this core trait, the 
res publica does not actually exist. 

Plenty of totalitarian states disingenu-
ously label themselves as republics, but are 
nevertheless unaccountable to their citizen-
ry, and are therefore tyrannies in republican 
clothing. Countries such as Iran (a theoc-
racy in republican clothing), North Korea 
(a military dictatorship in republican cloth-
ing), and China (an oligarchy in republican 
clothing) all officially identify themselves 
as republics. These states, however, are 
all governed by one perpetual party that 
remains in power regardless of what the 
people under their yoke have to say on the 
matter.

Therefore, it can be said that in order 
for a republic to be a genuine republic, 
representatives must be elected by dem-
ocratic means. However, we must also 
settle a common misconception found 
among many Americans and Westerners: 
All republics, generally, are democratic to 
a certain extent, but not all representative 
democracies are republics. In other words, 
“representative democracy” is far from the 
only prerequisite for a genuine republic, 
and dare I say a criminally overrated aspect 
of any republic.

Before we go further, take a moment to 
consider James Madison in Federalist No. 
10:

“In the first place, it is to be remarked 
that, however small the republic may be, 
the representatives must be raised to a cer-
tain number, in order to guard against the 
cabals of a few; and that, however large it 
may be, they must be limited to a certain 
number, in order to guard against the con-
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“...the representatives must be raised to a certain number, in order to guard 
against the cabals of a few; and that, however large it may be, they must be 
limited to a certain number, in order to guard against the confusion of a multi-
tude.”

fusion of a multitude. Hence, the number of 
representatives in the two cases not being 
in proportion to that of the two constitu-
ents, and being proportionally greater in 
the small republic, it follows that, if the 
proportion of fit characters be not less in 
the large than in the small republic, the 
former will present a greater option, and 
consequently a greater probability of a fit 
choice.” (My emphasis).

In other words, for a republic to remain 
a just form of government, it must achieve 
a balance in representation: A number of 
representatives adequate for the enfran-
chisement of the whole polity and preven-
tion of oligarchy, but also few enough to 
prevent the confusion, dissension, and tyr-
anny of the multitude.

Alexis de Tocqueville, in his Democra-
cy in America, noticed the worrying trend 
of the latter. Tocqueville observed that the 
more representatives there were and the 
more those representatives blindly obliged 
the masses on every issue, the quality of 
said representation was held in higher re-
gard. This is what Tocqueville termed the 

“moral empire” of the majority. In other 
words, Tocqueville’s observation was that 
in democracies, the majority always be-
lieves that it is correct by virtue of majori-
tarian power alone. 

But if representatives are merely there 
to blindly obey the wishes of the masses 
they represent, lest they be democratically 
ousted from public office, then what is the 
actual point of representative government? 
The representatives themselves are reduced 
from sovereign individuals trusted with a 
sacred public responsibility to mere con-
duits for majoritarian whim. The majority 
is subsequently brought into the statehouse, 
nullifying the representative model as a 
whole.

Democracy in America wonderfully 
displayed the American public’s near-cul-
tish infatuation with democracy in the 19th 
century. In 2022, Tocqueville’s observa-
tions are still dead-on. But even more so, 
Tocqueville, perhaps inadvertently, spoke 
to a particular problem with republics in 
general: one of the greatest enemies of the 

res publica lies in its core functions (dem-
ocratic representation), or rather, its demo-
cratic disposition. 

A republic must be democratic only 
insofar as it is required to fulfill the ba-
sic premise of such mode of government, 
to remain accountable to the polity from 
which it was (supposedly) ordained in the 
first place. But it must also be aristocratic 
insofar as checking and balancing (remem-
ber those words?) majoritarian impulses 
are required.

This was one of the key problems that 
plagued the Constitutional Convention of 
1787. How far, exactly, should the rule of 
the majority extend? To what extent should 
majoritarian power be diffused? This con-
versation alone is a long and tumultuous 
one, but it is that very tumultuousness that 
underscores the inherent problem with the 
res publica: the needle must be threaded 
perfectly. In the case of the democratic dis-
position, an excessively empowered ma-
jority ought to be avoided, lest its “moral 
empire” be allowed to devour everything 
in its path.

The Oligarchic Disposition

The notion of “threading the 
needle” also applies to the res 
publica’s oligarchic disposition. 

Just like how a proper republican must be 
wary of demagoguery from the majority, 
he must also be aware of the equally se-
vere chance of demagoguery from the rule 
of a few. Curiously, as we will see, the 
democratic disposition of the res publica 
may naturally conclude (or devolve) into 
the oligarchic.  

In the world’s oldest continuously op-
erating republic, the United States, Ameri-
cans have long since been a people priding 
themselves on being a “beacon of democ-
racy.” In the American psyche, democra-
cy is often synonymous with “liberty,” or 
“freedom,” or simply “good.”

But every day, America grows increas-
ingly less indicative of a genuine republic 
and more representative of an oligarchy. 
This oligarchy, as we will see, originates 
chiefly in two main points made in this 
essay: the system of checks and balances 

within the American Constitution failing 
to maintain the federal government’s sep-
aration of powers, and as a result of that 
failure, the cathedral. 

Given that the cathedral is seen chief-
ly as a byproduct of democracy devolving 
into oligarchy, it makes sense to attribute 
its origins to America’s evolution from the 
aristocratic republicanism ordained by the 
Constitution of 1787 to the modern era, in 
which most Americans are unable to recon-
cile the words “aristocratic” and “republic” 
in the same sentence. 

Interrogating the Constitution

A tradition among most American con-
servatives is to defend the Constitution 
indiscriminately, regardless of its flaws, 
however obvious they may be. To criticize 
the Constitution in modern conservative 
discourse is almost seen as sacrilegious in 
some cases. This is somewhat understand-
able, as there is certainly no shortage of in-
tellectually dishonest critiques of the Con-
stitution. Indeed, when those on the left 

rail against the Constitution, they often do 
so by constructing partisan and inaccurate 
narratives about our history. Conservatives 
are rightly disgusted by the left’s insistence 
that the American Republic was nothing 
more than a white supremacist power grab 
orchestrated by a group of no-nothing, old 
racist white men. When these critiques are 
as popular as they are today, it becomes 
easy for the conservative to dismiss any 
critique whatsoever.

Nevertheless, the Constitution has glar-
ing flaws that will help us to understand 
both the virtues and vices of the res pu-
blica. However, such a critique should not 
be misconstrued as a condemnation of the 
American Founding or the framers them-
selves. The framers were, indeed, extreme-
ly well-studied men, perhaps the most ca-
pable of their generation, and the American 
Republic ought to be seen as the greatest 
attempt to create a republic to date. 

But the framers failed. The cathedral 
is not the problem, but rather a symptom 
of this failure. This failure rests chiefly in 
the Constitution’s separation of powers, or, 
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rather, the system of “checks and balances” 
that exists to maintain that separation. With 
this, we encounter a crucial distinction 
that must be acknowledged before going 
forward: the Constitution’s separation of 
powers and checks and balances are often 
assumed to be one and the same, but they 
most-assuredly are not. Rather, these are 
actually two separate things. 

Any government can ordain a system in 
which each branch is “separate”—in that 
each branch enjoys a co-equal distinction, 
being charged with specific functions that 
are unique to that individual branch. The 
system of checks and balances was specif-
ically developed to maintain the separation 
of powers. Without this system, there is 
nothing to stop one branch from devouring 
the other two branches, or vice-versa.

Though the Constitutional Convention 
of 1787 is often seen as a compromise be-
tween Federalists and Anti-Federalists, the 
Constitution could by and large be seen as a 
Federalist brainchild. The particular debate 
about what was to constitute the executive 
branch was a fierce one, divided between 
the Federalists who desired a robust exec-
utive unbeholden to the legislature, and the 
Anti-Federalists, who wanted a more legis-
lative-centric government. 

On the surface, the Federalist model 
is desirable. The executive should, gener-
ally speaking, have the power to execute 
and enforce the Constitution and laws of 
the United States without excessive legis-
lative hindrance. Properly understood, the 
theory of the unitary executive is desirable 
when interpreting the Constitution. Article 
II, after all, quite plainly vests “the exec-
utive power” in “a President of the Unit-
ed States.” This means that the executive 
branch is subordinate to the president. 
Whatever actions or directives the presi-
dent takes, all personnel and agencies with-
in the executive branch must follow suit.

But somewhere along the line, the pur-
suit of a unitary executive devolved into 
something self-evidently not unitary. Ste-
phen F. Knott, in his The Lost Soul of the 
American Presidency: The Decline into 
Demagoguery and the Prospects for Re-
newal, gives us a great summary of the 
American presidency’s evolution: from a 
constitutional presidency of “sober expec-
tations” ordained by George Washington 
and Alexander Hamilton, to the popular 
presidency, a process catalyzed by Thomas 
Jefferson and later accelerated by Andrew 
Jackson. 

Washington, being inspired by the Fed-

eralist Papers and with Hamilton as his 
closest advisor, sought to embody the pres-
idency in strict accordance with Federalist 
principles. Hamilton’s Federalist No. 70 
laid the groundwork for what he termed an 
“energetic executive”: an executive branch 
with one person in charge (as opposed to 
multiple executives, as had been proposed 
during the Constitutional Convention), ca-
pable of acting swiftly and decisively to 
properly execute the Constitution and laws 
of the United States. To do this, said Ham-
ilton, the president must act independently 
of the majority. As Hamilton said in Fed-
eralist No. 68, heading this new executive 
branch would require far more than just the 
“little arts of popularity.”

But after 12 years of Federalist rule (or, 
rather, eight years of effective Federalist 
rule by George Washington and four years 
of ineffective rule by John Adams), Thom-
as Jefferson and his Democratic-Republi-
cans would set the presidency on a collision 
course with the people. With some calling 
his election the “Revolution of 1800,” Jef-
ferson stood in direct opposition to Hamil-
ton et al., believing that the only legitimate 
form of government was that of democratic 
rule. Any republic that did not rely solely 
on democratic participation, said Jefferson, 
was a bad republic. Jefferson himself was 
a radical even by American Revolutionary 
standards. He considered the Constitution 
of 1787 to be inadequate at best, and further 
maintained that a new constitution would 
have to be drawn up every 20 to 30 years to 
allow newer generations the chance of gov-
erning themselves. The living, said Jeffer-
son, ought not to be governed by the dead. 

Jefferson also passively advocated for 
the ratification of the Twelfth Amendment, 
which required presidential candidates to 
win a majority of the Electoral College as 
opposed to a plurality, setting the stage for 
what would eventually become our pres-
ent-day two-party system.

After dubbing the controversial election 
of 1824 as a “corrupt bargain”—in which 
Andrew Jackson lost to John Quincy Ad-
ams in a House vote after both candidates 
failed to win a majority in the Electoral 
College—the Jacksonians would use that 
rhetoric for the next four years to fuel their 
ascension to the presidency in 1828. By that 
point, the vast majority of the states had be-
gun allowing their electors to be chosen by 
the people directly, as opposed to the state 
legislatures. As such, Jackson’s presidency 
would come to be known as a period that 
brought unprecedented democratization to 

the American political process. 
More profoundly, though, is the solidifi-

cation of the president as a popular figure, a 
man of the people. “The majority is to gov-
ern,” Jackson declared in his first address 
to Congress. The presidency of Washing-
ton and Hamilton was lost. Just about every 
president since then, and especially every 
president in modern times, has had to ap-
peal directly to the majority for legitimacy. 

But the more the president became the 
embodiment of the will of the people, the 
more insignificant Congress would be-
come. Even more so, Congress has now 
delegated much of its legislative power to 
agencies within the executive branch. The 
result is an increasingly legislative execu-
tive in which unelected bureaucrats across 
15 federal departments can make or change 
policy with almost no accountability from 
the people. 

Curiously, though, despite the broad-
ened powers of the office, it seems the 
president’s power is directly proportional 
to his ability to persuade the masses who 
put him there and his ability to command 
the Frankenstein bureaucracy that is the 
modern executive. A president’s failure to 
do the latter was seen when Miles Taylor, 
former chief of staff in the Department of 
Homeland Security for the Trump admin-
istration, published an op-ed in The New 
York Times proclaiming himself to be part 
of the “resistance inside the Trump admin-
istration.” Such an event is indicative of 
the uncomfortable truth that the president 
can easily be rendered a prisoner of his 
own post if those within the executive 
bureaucracy decide to rebel against him.  

This erosion of the separation of pow-
ers ordained by the Constitution has given 
way not only to a “fourth branch” of the 
federal government, as some would call it, 
but more profoundly an oligarchy of both 
public and private actors, in which institu-
tions from both sectors regularly collude 
with one another. 

The Cathedral

Curtis Yarvin, a political theorist for-
merly writing under the pseudonym “Men-
cius Moldbug,” coined the term “cathe-
dral” to describe the relationship between 
the government, mainstream media, and 
academia. The cathedral, says Yarvin, is an 
interconnected and yet decentralized bu-
reaucracy of institutions; meaning, the in-
stitutions function as separate entities and 
yet behave as one. 
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We can start by interrogating the pres-
ent-day functions of Congress, which dele-
gates much of its legislative duties to a vast 
array of federal agencies in the executive 
branch. These agencies are not elected, but 
appointed by the president and the various 
secretaries of each federal “department,” 
and are entrusted near-legislative discre-
tion by Congress to whimsically make and 
change countless federal regulations that 
have massive sway over national affairs.

The problem here is that Congress has 
effectively leaked a significant part of its 
power (and hence a significant part of its 
sovereignty as a co-equal branch of the fed-
eral government) to the executive branch. 

America’s present-day political polar-
ization only makes matters worse. With 
Congress growing increasingly deadlocked 
by hyperpartisanship, the elected represen-
tatives grow increasingly powerless in the 
face of a growing oligarchy of federal bu-
reaucrats who are able to levy near-legisla-
tive power to make and shape policy with-
out being accountable to the people.

Even more so, when Congress is unable 
to function as intended, the president is all 
the more incentivized (and forced) to act in 
a dangerously unilateral fashion. Modern 
presidents signing exorbitant amounts of 
executive orders (which curiously, is not 
mentioned anywhere in the Constitution 
as one of the president’s enumerated pow-
ers) have become commonplace in Ameri-
can politics. The most recent example was 
President Biden signing 42 executive or-
ders within the first few weeks of his pres-
idency, most of them overturning Trump-
era executive orders.

Regardless of political party, every 
president (in the modern era, at least), has 
acted in a stunningly unilateral fashion 
through executive orders, even after pledg-
ing to seek the consent of Congress. Exec-
utive orders, especially without a function-
ing Congress, can have massive sway over 
national affairs, whether it be the economy, 
immigration, or any other issue that is so 
typically in contention. 

We should not, however, make the mis-
take of designating the president as the 
de-facto head of this unaccountable bureau-
cracy. The president has term limits, and 
after his temporary custody of his office has 
expired, a new president will take his place. 
His executive orders will be overwritten by 
the next man in power, and so-on. 

Considering the things we have dis-
cussed so far, one might make the mistake 
of designating the modern American pres-

ident as an autocrat, but he is as much a 
prisoner of this unaccountable federal bu-
reaucracy as any other elected magistrate. 
Executive orders can only go so far, and in 
the end, the sheer size of the modern exec-
utive branch is too large to be headed by 
any one person, practically speaking. The 
presidency, not the president, has grown far 
beyond the enumerated confines originally 
set by the Constitution of 1787.

This oligarchy also extends far be-
yond the government itself. We now know, 
through the subsequent publishing of the 
“Twitter Files,” self-evident ideological 
bias in modern academia, and the general 
efforts by government and corporate forces 
alike to control speech and cater to one side 
of the aisle, that the American oligarchy 
is actually a decentralized web of various 
elite institutions, both public and private.

When the federal government, for in-
stance, provides favorable conditions to a 
handful of large pharmaceutical companies 
through its poorly written patent laws, said 
companies take on an uncharacteristically 
political role in what is supposedly a “free” 
market. A de-facto prescription drug oli-
gopoly has long since been in place as a re-
sult, and regularly manipulates drug prices 
while stamping out competition from ge-
neric brands. The end-result is a legalized 
prescription drug racket with very little 
competition and price control.

The problem here is not “capitalism,” 
or a failed “laissez faire” system gone hay-
wire, as many on the left would tell you, 
but actually the complete opposite. The 
problem, properly understood, is the feder-
al government leaking a significant portion 
of its power (and hence, a significant por-
tion of its sovereignty) to the pharmaceuti-
cal industry. 

This pattern of “power leakage,” a term 
originally coined by Curtis Yarvin, repeats 
in basically every instance of collaboration 
between the federal establishment and the 
private actors that usually wind up doing 
its bidding. When the FBI uses Twitter as a 
private organ to carry out its wrong speak 
edicts, the social media company effective-
ly becomes an overtly political organ in 
what would otherwise be a non-political 
space. 

This is not to say that all instances of 
private cooperation with the federal gov-
ernment are detrimental. Social media plat-
forms, for instance, should absolutely col-
laborate with federal law enforcement in 
the reporting, and subsequent prosecution 
of those who commit genuinely heinous 

crimes over the internet, or use their plat-
forms to facilitate their criminal activities 
in any way.

In seeking to dismantle the American 
oligarchy, we should not in the process, 
mistake genuine forms of government in-
tervention and collaboration for the tyran-
nical aspects of oligarchy mentioned ear-
lier. In the end, reasonable men must use 
their judgment, being careful not to upset 
every oldfangled aristocracy at once, lest 
a new tyranny subsequently arise from the 
ashes of the old.

There are a whole host of names that 
have been coined when referring to this 
decentralized oligarchy. Whether it be the 
“Deep State,” “Regime,” or “Cabal,” or 
anything else, Yarvin’s thoughts on this 
matter are not ideationally novel. However, 
Yarvin’s term, the “cathedral,” is perhaps 
the most accurate descriptor. The cathedral 
is, essentially, what has just been described: 
a decentralized bureaucracy of both public 
and private institutions. This bureaucracy 
has no center, meaning, there is no central 
group of people coordinating it. 

The defining feature of the cathedral, 
aside from its decentralization, is that it 
always agrees with itself. Every large and 
prestigious institution, whether it be The 
New York Times, The Washington Post, 
Google, Amazon, the Centers for Disease 
Control (CDC), or Facebook, all seem to 
agree with one another without fail. Again, 
these institutions are all separate from one 
another, but in general, they often collabo-
rate as one unit.

This pattern is so profound, that only 
those who actually operate inside of these 
institutions can properly discern their dif-
ferences. To the outsider, Harvard and Yale 
look more or less the same. Only a Yale 
man would be able to discern the differ-
ences between his alma mater and Harvard, 
and vice-versa (“Differences” in this sense, 
would mean the general temperament and 
ideological similarities as exemplified in 
the decisions these institutions make, and 
the actions they take). Why, for instance, 
Yarvin asks, do the vast majority of col-
leges and universities in America lean 
significantly to the left? Why is the same 
generally the case for most of America’s 
mainstream media? Why do most social 
media platforms (with a recent exception of 
Twitter) seem to disproportionately censor 
right-wing views? 

The Imperial Disposition
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Implicit in the res publica is also the imperial disposition, or 
rather, the desire for empire. Ancient Rome’s rise to power was 
characterized mainly by the conquest of its neighbors and later on 
distant lands beyond the Italian peninsula. Tired as America vs. 
Rome comparisons may be, it is here where both nations seem to 
parallel the most; and considering Rome was generally the world’s 
first republic, and the United States being the strongest iteration of 
such mode of government since, it makes sense to draw from the 
many ills of the ancient Romans when informing ourselves about 
the merits and demerits of the res publica. 

The authoritarian personality considered

A general theme within the imperial disposition of the res pu-
blica that ought to be considered is what, for the purpose of this 
essay, will be termed the authoritarian personality. The authori-
tarian personality merely refers to the inner demagogue in every 
“democracy-loving” citizen within the res publica. For most re-
publicans, it seems, especially in times of war or conflict, desire 
a strongman (or Caesar-like figure) to lead the way. History has 
shown that in republics, people will gladly elect such figures in-
definitely when promised an ascension into the Earthly Paradise. 

The Romans elected Julius Caesar to the consulship and, due to 
his expanded war powers, allowed him to become the permanent 
dictator of Rome, ending the republic and inaugurating the empire. 
Though the American Constitution makes such a maneuver by a 
president impossible, the increasingly legislative power of the ex-
ecutive branch reveals a worryingly similar trend in American pol-
itics. Even though there are easily more constitutional safeguards 
against abuses of power in the American republic than its ancient 
Roman predecessor, the authoritarian personality is present nev-
ertheless. Americans have shown numerous times that they are 
content with a president who promises sweeping action through 
executive orders or other quasi-legislative measures, so long as he 
is seen as a “man of the people.” This tendency is not specific to 
any political party, and has been shown to predominate both the 
Republican and Democratic parties, as neither faction can survive 
without appealing to the masses for legitimacy. 

Globalization

Just like how the United States has risen to global hegemony 
through economic and military might, so did Rome. Like Rome, 
the United States imposed its power upon countries far beyond its 
own borders to expand its influence and access to resources. 

Most profoundly, though, is both civilizations’ trend toward 
globalization. We ought to clarify, of course, that Rome was only 
“globalized” insofar as globalization was possible in antiquity. But 
even when acknowledging the obvious differences between antiq-
uity and the modern era, there are striking similarities.

Both the United States and Rome, for instance, did not attempt 
to impose their cultures upon those they conquered in any signifi-
cant way. A natural consequence of this was, especially in the late 
Roman Empire, a lack of cultural cohesion. Rome also import-
ed slave labor to the homeland from its many conquests, allow-
ing wealthy patricians to take advantage of free labor. With the 
patricians having previously employed plebeians, many Roman 
citizens were disenfranchised as a result of Rome’s importation 
of slave labor. Roman soldiers, when returning from their various 
military campaigns across Europe, would often return to find that 

their farms had been converted into massive plantations labored 
entirely by slaves. 

While American workers were not disenfranchised from the 
importation of slave labor, they have been disenfranchised by 
the mass exportation of jobs overseas due to the rise of modern 
globalization and the incentive for transnational corporations to 
pack their things and move elsewhere. While the circumstances 
are different, there is in both scenarios a significant pattern of the 
gradual socio-economic disenfranchisement of the native citizenry 
through rampant expansion and conquest.

Conclusion

The democratic, oligarchic, and imperial dispositions of the res 
publica are evident in most, if not all instances of republican gov-
ernment throughout history. A republic may be afflicted with all 
three of these dispositions, or just one of the three, or anywhere 
else in between. But of course, any one of these dispositions can 
naturally devolve or conclude into another. 

Unlike other modes of government, as was stated in the begin-
ning of this essay, the republic must “thread the needle,” balancing 
democracy with aristocracy, libertarianism with authoritarianism, 
and on and on. What makes a republic so difficult in praxis is the 
achievement of this balance. Without it, a republic will be led 
astray in either of these three directions. 

Given what has been observed of the American republic, as 
well as the merits and demerits of this mode of government in gen-
eral, it is imperative that we commit ourselves to an intellectually 
honest discussion about the viability of republics, and whether or 
not they are the best conduits for human flourishing. 
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The Relativist Paradox
By Jacob Yusufov

Prelude

There is a much needed discus-
sion that must take place around 
what relativism is and what its 

so-called response is, i.e., relationism. 
This is needed for anyone attentive to 
more than the politics of theater and its 
scripts—and this will demand one’s entire 
attention. Let it be a foundation for our 
definitions of these terms so that they may 
be used accurately to explain our political 
environment, particularly those who use it 
as their lapdog to justify their actions. 

Two things are present here. The first is 
that this is in no way an argument for rel-
ativism or relationism, only an explication 
of the two as far as I have studied it. The 
second is that when we take this discussion 
as supplementary to the broader context 
of conservative philosophy, we give truth 
to the social conservative tenet that life is 
in constant flux. But don’t mistake this to 
mean that there are no truths—surely there 
are. But it is not so simple as the typical 
Christian conservatives would have us be-
lieve, neither in politics nor philosophy.

Political philosophy is closest in re-
lation to social philosophy, and closer to 
sociology, insofar as there is a singular re-
lationship in our macro focus between the 
public agent (the individual) and the insti-
tutions making up his society. When we say 
institution we are referring to all agencies 
that encompass the bureaucratic govern-
ment, the corporations partaking in a so-
called free market, the academy and educa-
tion system, the legalities of such systems, 
and on and on.

We will note that implicit in these insti-
tutions is their culture, which is where they 
source and justify their actions. The rela-
tionship between institutions and individ-
uals is crystallized by culture because the 
latter incentivizes the institution’s surviv-
al. For instance, the corporation survives 
because it is in its nature to be financial-
ly profitable; profit which is only possible 
when it successfully conforms to society’s 
ideals, its moral and beauty standard, its 
criteria of sociality. Note: Disney might 

1 Jacob Yusufov, “Imperfection of Man: Against Romanticism,” American Pigeon
2 Jacob Yusufov, “A Social Conservative’s Guide to Ideology & Utopia,” American Pigeon

suffer a dip in sales if its content comes out 
as “woke,” and Coca-Cola might suffer a 
dip if its CEO comes out as a “white su-
premacist”; but in both of these instances, 
the dips are temporary as the brands are 
too large and too invasive to go completely 
under. Nevertheless, they peddle what they 
see to be mainstream culture and erect a 
flag on its mound of values to bolster their 
profits. That is all.

Corporations, then, are value-less. They 
make no claim to truth beyond the bottom 
line. In other words, they are carried away 
by the storm of popular sentiment. One 
might call them populists. Perhaps we are 
all populists.

Definitions

Relativism can be defined in two 
ways.

The predominant definition 
is one that is placed squarely in the post-
modern literature. It is the theory that truth, 
morality, and meaning are not absolute, but 
relative to the people or groups holding 
them.

This means that practically, we cannot 
judge other cultures because we don’t have 
the social tools to do so, no legitimacy be-
cause our standards are not the same. So 
instead, we deconstruct our own culture, 
usually at our sacrifice and the other’s 
prosperity—which explains the contempo-
rary sentiment that “Christianity is bad but 
Islam is okay.”

But nearly 100 years ago, German so-
ciologist Karl Mannheim defined it in his 
Ideology and Utopia as such: Relativism 
is a rejection of “all those forms of knowl-
edge which were dependent on the subjec-
tive standpoint and the social situation of 
the knower, and which were, hence, merely 
‘relative.’”

In other words, it’s the rejection of sub-
jective standpoints, not the rejection of the 
claim that there is no objective truth. 

It’s been my understanding and many 
others’ understanding, however, that rela-
tivism is the rejection of objectivity, of the 
idea that there is an “absolute truth”; it is a 

deliberate non-judgment of values that de-
fines values according to the subjectivity, 
the social conditions, and historical posi-
tioning; but in this way, it is a judgment of 
values, as it subjects none of them to truth. 
Keep in mind that even the most extreme 
moral relativists presuppose universal val-
ues, Chomsky argues.1

But staying on course with Mannheim’s 
definition for a moment, we must grasp re-
lationism, which was his response to rela-
tivism, as he understood it, which, again, 
was the rejection of subjective standpoints.

Relationism is the idea that “the recog-
nition of different perspectives according to 
differences in time and social location ap-
pears arbitrary only to an abstract and dis-
embodied theory of knowledge.” In other 
words, subjectivities are only meaningless 
to those without . Consider these relativists 
to be vagrants of knowledge, to be contrar-
ians, to be without any appeal to objectivity 
or even without the method to explore how 
vital differences can be to understand the 
sum of the whole.

Relationism, then, contends with val-
ue(s) without the normative claim on what 
is or is not absolute, or True, in order to 
come to an understanding of the world 
through the lenses being analyzed.

Consider relationism to be a way out of 
the relativist conundrum of Mannheim’s 
time. This sociologist is effectively saying, 
“to hell with your rejection of differences. 
We must know them in the same way we 
know how chess pieces move—to play a 
much larger game and come to know and 
discover what it is trying to tell us.” This 
chess game, of course, is the meaning of 
social life. Without recognizing how rela-
tive the world is, can we really assert any 
meaning without being ignorant enough to 
ignore what meaning is for others? This is 
a subtle premise of Mannheim’s Ideology 
and Utopia, where society crumbles with-
out a common criteria of knowledge or, at 
the minimum, a recognition that differenc-
es do exist.2
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A Synthesis of the Two

In sociology, as I would expect of 
other fields, the preference toward 
relationism as a descriptor or 

characteristic that we attribute to modes 
of thinking is hardly anything more than 
dispensing with the philosophically unten-
able relativism which has been used for all 
sorts of wonky ideas. Of course, I’m being 
only slightly facetious.

For Mannheim, relativism was the flip-
pant dismissal of forms of knowledge be-
cause they were “relative,” i.e., not objec-
tive. This attitude gets one nowhere in the 
sociology of knowledge which Mannheim 
orients as: the goal of understanding the 
world as we see it, not necessarily coming 
to any “absolute truth” about it.

For our time, I would say, our concern 
is primarily with the lingering effects of 
postmodernism, whose thinkers were only 
“relative” insofar as it justified the decon-
struction of our civilization. Relativism to 
the postmodernists was almost strictly cul-
tural in its political application; it no longer 
rejects knowledge dependent upon sub-
jectivities, but held that knowledge, truth, 
meaning, and morality were all culturally 
constructed. As a result, no one possessed 
the tools to evaluate the others—except, 
of course, for these Westerners to evaluate 
the West, while giving deference to those 
“others.” We can go further and blame their 
relativism for cultural constructivism.

Whether in Mannheim’s time or in ours, 
the issue with relativism, as we can now 
see, is connotation. Put this way, it is a re-
lational word, but its truth can be found in 
the caution we employ against it.

The Paradox

The crux of the paradox is in 
knowing the meaning of the 
crowded pieces that make it so. 

A few moving pieces are politics, relativ-
ism in both meanings, and political ideol-
ogies. The complexity of relativism—of 
anything at all—is that when we try to 
expose it, we find that we are exposing 
only our nakedness. Human beings are 
brilliant and notorious for compartmental-
izing the world and also rationalizing it, 
sometimes in uniformity and many other 
times in contradiction (satire is the irony 
of contradiction, an acknowledgment that 
simplicity exists in simplicity-demanding 
minds; I believe this is what makes the 
cartoon TV series “South Park” so enjoy-

able: When we play with intricacies, we 
reveal absurdity).

Politics is the art of justifying hypoc-
risy and convincing others to rally behind 
one value or another. Politics is composed 
of agendas that contain within them ideas 
each further representing their rationales, 
whether some rationales justify or con-
tradict each other. Therefore politics pos-
tures itself around relativism because value 
claims are oriented around the subjective. 
A relativist attitude is the only way to justi-
fy contradictory beliefs.

When we refer to something as rela-
tivist, we are almost always referring to 
its postmodern meaning, formally known 
as the postmodern knowledge principle. 
Within this meaning, we have the first 
paradox because the claim that there is no 
objective truth is itself an objective claim. 
Yet we also see in political application that 
relativism in the postmodern sense retains 
its Mannheimian meaning as well because 
it justifies contradictory beliefs as it suits 
one’s politics. On its most innocent level, 
relativism is merely the acknowledgment 
of differences.

Keeping this tertiary-meaning in mind, 
relativism in meaning and in practice are 
at odds with one another because in post-
modern meaning, a relativist is forced to 
assert that there is no objective truth; and 
in practice, he is forced to both reject the 
subjectivities of varying truths in varying 
cultures and posit that there are morals that 
we should strive toward.

So in politics, when an argument about 
the morality of an action is predicated on 
what was done not done in other cultures, 
this is a “relativist” appeal in that it is sim-
ply acknowledging differences between 
cultures, and a relativist appeal in that it can 
be used in either meaning of the word; but 
it is not relativist because it is claiming that 
there is a truth, or lack thereof, that should 
be present in both cultures. The argument 
can either use other cultures to politically 
advocate for a similar truth in one’s own 
culture or use other cultures to politically 
persuade against it. In either case, it would 
be relativist to at least acknowledge cultur-
al differences; but because connotation is 
important and we must apply caution to the 
usage of the term, we can say that the mere 
acknowledgement of differences without 
relativism’s tertiary-meaning is to be prop-
erly understood as relationism. Or, relativ-
ism without the baggage.

Take the ideology of the progressive 
who asserts that what is good for one might 

not be so for another; in other words, “to 
each his own”—a relativist mantra. This 
has practically and politically translated to 
more than just tolerating others but advo-
cating for validating those with their own 
truths, despite any dispute that such truths 
might be false. This attitude is relativist be-
cause to advocate for validating subjective 
truths demands two things:

1. in the postmodern sense, that moral-
ity is predicated on cultural differences, be 
they judged good or bad; morality, truth, 
knowledge, are products of culture.

2. in the Mannheimian sense, that the 
subjectivities of these cultures must be 
ignored for the pursuit of a greater moral 
good, if a greater moral good cannot be 
found in the subjectivities of varying cul-
tures. Put another way, some subjectivities 
are wrapped up together, while others are 
thrown away, for a greater moral good. 

In the latter sense, this might be con-
fusing. “But I thought claiming an objec-
tive moral is not relativist?” It isn’t. But 
to Mannheim, relativism is defined by its 
rejection of the subjective for merely being 
subjective; and in our political environ-
ment, political beliefs are as justified in de-
nying the subjective for something greater. 
In other words, validating subjective truths 
can itself be an objective aim whereby only 
some truths are socially approved. Let’s 
take some examples to steer away from the 
abstract for a moment.

Arguing that abortion is good, or nor-
mal, because it has been practiced for thou-
sands of years is claiming that abortion is 
moral because it was present in different 
cultures throughout time; notice that this is 
still a claim to a universal truth, although it 
might be concealed. However, this would 
be a poor argument because slavery has 
also been practiced for thousands of years. 
By contrast, suppose one (rather ahistori-
cally) argued that the practice was good 
because the West is the only civilization 
in human history that has effectively out-
lawed it, suggesting a contemporary error. 
This would also be poor because it is a val-
ue judgment and therefore the relativist ne-
glects the “to each his own” mantra. In both 
cases, one is driven by a universal moral 
truth, not relativism, although he used cul-
tural differences, or lack thereof, to make 
his claim.

On the other hand, the same person 
might also try a different tact and argue 
that abortion is good because “to each his 
own.” In this case, in order to be an effec-
tive relativist, if abortion was outlawed in 
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most parts of the United States, he must 
keep silent and say, “to each his own.” But 
he does not say this because he does not 
believe it. So he might shift his argument 
and reiterate, “my body, my choice” in a 
show of solidarity for women. In this case, 
in order to be an effective relativist, he 
must keep silent and say “to each her own” 
when midwestern women disagree. But of 
course, he does not say this.

Let us now turn to LGBTQ+ rights. 
Gay rights presuppose that one cannot be 
“cured” with conversion therapy because 
we are biologically attracted to one sex or 
the other. Trans rights assert that there is no 
biological sex and gender is a product of an 
oppressive culture. Both of these rights are 
diametrically and philosophically opposed, 
but to accept them both simultaneously re-
quires one to validate subjective truths in 
the postmodern and Mannheimian sense of 
relativism. 

What we can conclude from relativism’s 
paradox is that no one is really a relativist, 
in the proper senses of the word, because 
no one posits that there is no truth. Even the 
most extreme moral relativists presuppose 
universal truths, such as the position that 
there is none. 

However, relativism can also be used 
to describe the relation between forms of 
governance, economic systems, or individ-
ual actors, and levels of power. Power is a 
relative force that can change and bend de-
pending on who uses it, but it can never be 
destroyed. If someone loses power, it is just 
taken by someone else. This will be slight-
ly more expounded on in the section, “The 
Pendulum Analogy.”

The Utilitarian Conservative

“Conservatism is not rela-
tivist in that it uses relativism 
to make moral justifications 
for degenerative behavior, 
like leftism.”

This is not an entirely true 
statement, although we could 
argue that conservatives are 

more philosophically consistent in their 
political beliefs. In the same breath, we 
could pay attention to the fact that they are 
playing a game of catch-up as they allow 
their political power to wane because they 
would rather lose with principles than 
relish in the same relativist game as their 

3 “Frame Analysis,” Encyclopædia Britannica (Encyclopædia Britannica, inc.). A line is a pattern of verbal or nonverbal acts by which one expresses his view of a situation and through which he expresses his 
self.” Goffman, Erving. (italics) Interaction Ritual. 1967.

counterparts. 
Nevertheless, there is something to be 

said for a lesser known conservative per-
sonality. He might be called a utilitarian, 
but we will only accept this insofar as he 
is politically expedient. In other words, his 
pragmatism will lead the Christian conser-
vatives to dismiss him as a utilitarian and 
his actions, or lack thereof, as immoral. But 
he will reply with a shrug of his shoulders 
and laugh when they complain that they are 
“losing the culture war.” 

The utilitarian conservative might not 
advocate for some political agenda that the 
puritan conservatives denounce and leftist 
counterparts praise; but he might support 
letting the agenda persist if he believes it to 
be winning for his side. 

The Pendulum Analogy (Relativity of 
Power)

Relativism guides us toward 
answers for questions of who 
the “self” really is and how his 

actions become consequential when he 
discovers the various lines toward recogni-
tion and power.3

Relativism is a foundational concept. If 
there were to be any natural law, this would 
be it. Because the concept is wholly conno-
tational and contextual, and it can be found 
present in all aspects of social life, meaning 
almost becomes imaginary. 

“Then are we inevitably pulled into a 
sort of nihilism, this idea of meaning al-
most being imaginary?” 

We could be pulled in this direction, but 
even if meaning were to be socially con-
structed, it would be as real to us as it is 
to others; we still feel and experience, and 
so meaning as an “imaginary” concept sug-
gests that it is both individually and soci-
etally manufactured, many times in mutu-
ality.  

Totalitarians manipulate meanings ac-
cording to their will, and so there is an 
emphasis on the societal manufacturing of 
it in opposition to the individual; where-
as, a so-called representative democratic 
government might seek balance between 
the individual and societal, lest either ex-
ercise its tyranny. The caveat in the first 
case is that the societal is better considered 
as an individual in practice, because it is 
one leader exerting his will upon everyone 
else; whereas, democratic governments are 
equipped to manufacture meaning societal-
ly assuming there is individual collabora-

tion in knowledge production. These two 
governments in their ideal-typical forms 
are relatively paradoxical in this way as 
well. 

Relativism, in both senses of the word, 
is the stuff that totalitarians are made of and 
there is a realness to this fact that justifies 
(amorally speaking) the inevitable loss of 
the benevolent monarch. In other words, 
history is prone to the pendulum of sup-
planted power and while totalitarian gov-
ernments can evolve into democracies, the 
dangerous supplantation of democracies 
with any tyrannical devolution is a reality 
always staring us in the face. 

Power can be thought similarly to the 
way physicists think of energy. In the realm 
of politics, power, as a relative force that 
can change and bend depending on who 
is using it, works the same way. But it can 
never be destroyed. If someone loses pow-
er, it is taken by someone else. 

Conservation law (special relativity) is 
composed of forms of energy: the mechan-
ical, kinetic, and chemical. Mechanical en-
ergy, the sum of energy in its kinetic and 
potential form, encapsulates two dominant 
political systems that we will call totalitar-
ian and democratic, but whose basic qual-
ities we are extrapolating to mean “greater 
tyranny and more liberty,” or a “greater 
central state, subordinated individual,” and 
“diffused central state, dominant individu-
al.” 

Consider this passage: 

“...[A] swinging pendulum has its 
greatest kinetic energy and least potential 
energy in the vertical position, in which its 
speed is greatest and its height least; it has 
its least kinetic energy and greatest poten-
tial energy at the extremities of its swing, 
in which its speed is zero and its height is 
greatest.”

For our purposes, modify “height” to 
“power” and “speed” to “entrepreneur-
ship,” and now reread the passage. 

In summary, power is the greatest at 
the extremities of the pendulum’s swing. 
But entrepreneurship (speed) is the great-
est when advancing toward said extremity, 
culminating in a climax of potentiality. The 
lack of entrepreneurship at the top of the 
swing represents the tyranny one inevita-
bly finds at its highest moment of power, 
particularly because the centralization of 
state power inhibits cultural and econom-
ic growth. As the pendulum travels back to 
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the center, its speed begins to accelerate, 
reaching its highest entrepreneurial point 
when power has dissipated. The higher a 
pendulum’s “height” (power), the more 
“utopian” a society becomes. 

In political terms, dissipation, diffusion, 
and dilution, all similarly refer to the pro-
cess of thinning power. The Soviet Union 
was extremely powerful over its people 
(greater central state, subordinated indi-
vidual) and a force for the world to reckon 
with, but it was economically and entrepre-
neurially destitute. There was no “speed,” 
no advancement. In an otherwise “constant 
and idealized system” without dissipative 
forces (i.e., disruptions to the status quo), 
the Soviet Union exerted control over its 
people for nearly 70 years. 

However, as it reached its pinnacle, its 
fuel ran out. Without 
speed, the govern-
ment inevitably fell 
back toward the other 
direction; the pendu-
lum swung back and 
the regime collapsed 
like a house of cards. 
Yet, it would be in-
accurate to say that 
Russia today enjoys a 
representative democ-
racy compared to that 
of the United States, 
although what might 
really be the differ-
ence between Russia 
and the U.S. is their 
contrasting ability to 
perfect the illusion of 
democracy—neither 
country is really fooling anyone. 

The pendulum analogy further suggests 
that even in high-speed societies, culture 
degenerates through a symbiotic construc-
tion and deconstruction of the entrepre-
neurial spirit. In these societies, power be-
comes dissipative, diluted, and diffused, so 
that culture eventually dissolves into tribes 
of identity and undermines representative 
democracy as it is doing in America. In oth-
er words, there is a lack of mutuality in cul-
ture production and instead unevenly dif-
fused throughout the population and in too 
many hands; thus, the society accelerates 
its development and consequently its devo-
lution in so-called democratic societies. 

In the extremity, however, there is too 
much power in the hands of the few so that 
there is restrictive culture, featuring the 
surveilled, but adaptable, talents of Shosta-

kovich. 

Populism

The corporation has become the 
ironic projectionary institution 
of the masses. Staring into the 

bleeding jaws of late capitalism in sheep-
skin morality, the public politically directs 
the sentiment of boards of directors and 
technological overlords through the power 
of displacement. 

The right wing has failed the “voting 
with your feet” attitude with streaming 
platforms that do not share their values. 
Mobilization is a revolutionary tactic, and 
the dying demographic of a “conservative” 
people cannot muster up enough momen-
tum to bring the accelerating pendulum to 

a halt. Inevitably it should come back down 
but unsure if you will live to see it; what 
is worthy? Who has become lethargic, te-
dious, antiquated and simple and who has 
become an unseeing fool? 

The belly of the beast: everything is dy-
ing. The Titanic doesn’t stop sinking just 
because the musicians stop playing Cardi 
B.

In democracies, populism is faction-
ary, but it never dies. A “people” can be a 
“mass” whether it be of one thousand or 
one million. In the United States, politics 
are split between two predominant parties; 
but in a nation of 334 million about half do 
not vote. Who are they and what are they 
thinking? 

The terror about democracies is that 
the loudest people will be heard and will 
emerge victorious. A state does not need to 

be centralized for dominant individuals to 
harbor power themselves and wield it as a 
collective totalitarian. Ironically, the demo-
cratic resolution would be to include more 
people—namely, those that currently do 
not vote. When they begin to vote, progres-
sives might call for democracy to be saved 
and restricted. Then the right can posture 
themselves as defenders of voting rights. 
Or, unironically, we might restrict voting 
altogether to limit the progressives out-
sourcing votes of the citizen to the vote of 
the immigrant, to the young, to the hapless 
that unknowingly already voted. Perhaps 
in our life I believe this because it means 
survival. 

So what does the conservative want? 
More liberty would sound flippantly two-
faced and deep down we know it. There is 

liberty in restriction, 
and there is freedom 
in liberty. This is true 
of governance and liv-
ing peaceful, ordered 
lives with spontaneity 
in definable boundar-
ies—a social fact of 
both factions. 

Freedom from an 
ever-increasing cen-
tralized state is a good 
start but the reins have 
been ceded so that a 
total loss of control 
is nearly inevitable. 
Nearly, because there 
is always room for 
possibility.
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In 1776, Florida decided to do what 
was necessary to secure its quality 
of life, blessings of liberty, and 

pursuit of happiness. It told Georgia, and 
other rebellious British colonies north-
ward, to go to hell.

This may sound shocking to some—
well, most, if not all—but Florida had good 
reason to eschew George Washington’s re-
publican revolution. Then divided into two 
colonies at the Apalachicola River, namely 
East and West Florida, the proto-Sunshine 
State was a bastion of commerce. Serving 
as the nexus between Britain’s Caribbean 
and continental North American colonies, 
Florida profited handsomely from the Em-
pire.

A remarkably diverse array of subjects 
populated Florida’s landscape, including, 
yet far from limited to, Anglo-Saxons, 
Scots-Irish folk, ethnic Mediterranean 
whites, American Indians, and free blacks. 
They held little, if anything, in common, 
save for being fervent in the idea that those 
ideals championed by Washington, Thomas 
Jefferson, and Alexander Hamilton, among 
other founding fathers, were best ensured 
by remaining under King George III.

Indeed, sentiment against the armed 
treason hatched in Philadelphia was so 
strong that the founders were burned in ef-
figy at what is now the Plaza de la Consti-
tución in St. Augustine. Way back when, it 
served as the capital of East Florida. Need-
less to say, Floridians were passionate be-
yond measure about their future being best 
served by the King and his Parliament. 

Among Floridians, what, exactly, was 
so enticing regarding this monarchical ar-
rangement?

“To encourage the settlement of” Flor-
ida, which Britain obtained from Spain in 
1763, “the English government gave gener-
ous land grants to officers and soldiers who 
had served in the” French and Indian War, 
Caroline Mays Brevard, perhaps her home 
state’s most revered historian, wrote during 
1904. 

She continued: “Reports of the coun-
try’s natural wealth and advantages were 
published in England so that settlers might 
be induced to come out. A great number 

of men, energetic 
and of good char-
acter, were persuad-
ed to make homes 
in Florida. Some 
came from South 
Carolina or Geor-
gia, others from En-
gland, and a colony 
of forty families 
came from Bermu-
da. Good public 
roads were made, 
indigo, sugar cane, 
and fruits were cul-
tivated, lumber was 
shipped, and the 
Floridas prospered 
as they had never 
done before.”

This was not all. 
Whether under Am-
erindian, French, or 
Spanish rule, Flor-
ida never experi-
enced such a unique 
system of govern-
ment as they did un-
der Britain. As Bre-
vard told: “Best of 
all, for people whose 
liberty was dear to 
them, the governors 
were directed to call general assemblies as 
soon as possible, to make laws for the col-
onies. In the meantime the governors were, 
with the advice of the councils, to establish 
courts.”

Ergo, Floridians had what other Brit-
ish colonists desired and were offered. In 
March 1778, the British Parliament enacted 
a series of bills that undid legislation since 
1763 that were the chief grievances of the 
colonists. As Joseph M. Siracusa writes 
in Diplomacy, colonists were offered “the 
right to control their own taxation, to elect 
their governors and other officials formerly 
appointed, to be represented in Parliament 
if they so desired, to continue Congress 
as an American legislature, release from 
quitrents…assurance that their colonial 
charters would not be altered without their 
consent, and full pardon for all who had 
engaged in rebellion.” Had the concessions 
come before the Declaration of Indepen-
dence or General Burgoyne’s surrender at 
Saratoga, they might have been accepted. 

Meanwhile, monarchy worked out so 
well for Florida that military units were 
raised to ward off those who sympathized 

with Washington’s rebellion. The most 
upstanding of Floridians were those who 
remained intensely loyal to the Crown, 
alongside a consensus of what may be de-
scribed as “ordinary people.” It was the un-
scrupulous, the seedy, and the disreputable 
who, generally speaking, sympathized with 
the founders’ militant gamesmanship.

Fortunately for Florida, the vast major-
ity—nearly all—of its citizenry remained 
in league with Britain. Unfortunately, 
Spain exploited the United Kingdom being 
stretched too thin via the Continental Army. 
Part of West Florida, anchored by Pensaco-
la, was captured, though all of East Florida 
remained under the British Crown’s au-
thority until the revolution ended. Unable 
to afford its Floridian project, the Crown 
ceded all of Florida back to Spain.

As a native Floridian, baron, and 
knight, I must state the obvious: said revo-
lution concluded in a mournful fashion, put 
mildly. Oh well. Water under the bridge, I 
suppose.

When one hears certain people extolling 
the purported virtues of republicanism over 
the vices of monarchy, he or she would 
do well to consider Florida’s story in the 

MONARCHY 
IN FLORIDA

By Joseph Ford Cotto

British Library digitised image from page 471 of “King’s Hand-book of the United States 
planned and edited by M. King. Text by M. F. Sweetser
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American Revolution. Needless to mention, if the Washingtonian 
cause was all it was cracked up to be, then the story of Florida 
would have unfolded quite differently. The strictly limited govern-
ment which Uncle Sam allegedly guaranteed has, over time, not 
proven itself as anything other than the figment of various imag-
inations.

The level of autonomy, in a comprehensive sense, which Flor-
ida enjoyed under the United Kingdom was a real-life example 
of what Washington and his friends fantasized about creating, 
particularly in the federal republic which soon replaced the arti-
cles-based confederation.

Remember this when folks wax poetic about republican-
ism-versus-monarchism, or even bluecoats-versus-redcoats. Be 
not deceived, if what you really care about is the preservation of 
individual rights and liberties within a decentralized government.

Remember this when folks wax poetic about republican-
ism-versus-monarchism, or even bluecoats-versus-redcoats. Be 
not deceived, if what you really care about is the preservation of 
individual rights and liberties within a decentralized government.

In the endless debates over which form of government is 
best suited to maximize life, liberty, and happiness, there 
is one crucial axis missing from tests of authoritarianism 

versus freedom, left versus right. That axis is time. If the pas-
sage of time degrades all things, that must certainly include the 
strength and fidelity of a people.

Membership to any church has now dipped below half of 
Americans, reaching a low of 47 percent in 2020, according to a 
Gallup poll. From 1940 through 2000, the figure flitted around the 
70 percent mark, but has plummeted since then. Arguably, religi-
osity alone isn’t necessarily indicative of a nation’s moral stature. 
But, when weighed with extreme partisan division, deterioration of 
mental and physical health, and the death of the American Dream, 
we see a nation gutted of its vital spirit.

Looking back at the founders’ thoughts on the republic they 
had just formed, though they had taken care to avoid explicit reli-
gious references in the Constitution, they made clear the absolute 
necessity of a strong national religiosity.

As then-President John Adams said to the Massachusetts Mili-
tia on October 11th, 1798:

“We have no Government armed with Power capable of con-
tending with human Passions unbridled by morality and Religion. 
Avarice, Ambition, Revenge…would break the strongest Cords of 
our Constitution as a Whale goes through a Net. Our Constitution 
was made only for a moral and religious People. It is wholly inad-
equate to the government of any other.”

In 1787, the 81-year-old Benjamin Franklin also began his ad-
dress at the Constitutional Convention by asking that each day’s 
session begin with prayers.

“The longer I live, the more convincing proofs I see of this 
Truth—that God governs in the Affairs of Men…I also believe 

without his concurring Aid, we shall succeed in this political 
Building no better than the Builders of Babel.”

The Founders were no strangers to history, drawing heavily 
upon Roman history, legalism, and philosophy to form the foun-
dation of this republic. They knew that, if unchecked and unmain-
tained, the entropy of time would eventually overcome a nation, no 
matter how well-formed its government may be.

That ancient religion has taken a backseat to postmodern wok-
ism requires no extensive treatise to prove. It is so thoroughly em-
bedded into the seat of American consciousness that it won’t easily 
be extricated even by a few terms of envisaged God Emperor he-
roes of the right.

So much of conservative thinking is anchored by operating in 
the leftist postmodern frame. When Peter Boghossian criticized 
the right for a lack of “positive vision,” conservatives jumped to 
defend their position. Boghossian aimed at conservatives’ “preoc-
cupation” with kids at drag shows, funding for Ukraine, and woke-
ness, saying that these “invoke anger-based voting” and provide no 
“optimistic vision for the future.”

It reveals that many of us still earnestly believe that the perfect 
whitepaper or the perfect speech will unite the country and inspire 
a feel-good hallmark resolution to our crisis. It builds on the idea 
that the American population (and that of the contemporary West) 
is persuadable with a really fine argument.

The American public is not a graduate school lecture hall. It is 
not a symposium of critical thinkers. It is not even (at least not any 
longer) a religious blue-collar core of industrial workers support-
ing a vibrant manufacturing sector. It is so far flung from Adams’ 
“moral and religious” people, it severely begs the question: if the 
people have changed, does it necessitate the change of the form of 
government?

If you ask Curtis Yarvin, the answer is a soft monarchy struc-
tured like a corporation. If you ask the integralists, they’ll say we 
need a merger of state and religion. If you ask libertarians, they’ll 
say to limit government: okay, let’s bring our fists to the gun fight.

Regardless of the alternatives to a republican form of gov-
ernment, there is something deeply unsatisfying about these new 
conceptions of how to govern. Perhaps it is that they amount to 
the sordid admission that the American experiment has ultimately 
failed. Maybe it’s that they admit that in our current state, we are 
not fit for self-governance.

If changing the form of regime is not desirable, then what are 
we to do? It is tempting to aspire toward some sort of reseeding of 
traditional religion en masse. This is extremely unlikely and puts 
the cart before the horse. The sophisticated systems of world reli-
gions are not palatable to a population now predisposed to instant 
gratification and the endless heatsinks of attention that are our 
all-enveloping black screens. Do not throw pearls before swine. 
This is not a statement of contempt, but rather one of compassion. 
Spare the masses the Sisyphean burden of revivifying the West.

The oft-cited proverb to isolate our current zeitgeist in the 
grand cycle is: “Hard times create strong men. Strong men create 
good times. Good times create weak men. And, weak men create 
hard times.” If we are, debatably so, in the hard times—or at least 
entering into this phase—how are the “strong men” created?

We need the conscious creation of an aristocratic vanguard of 
vitality. It must be led by those rare individuals who shoot guns 
and read books. Those who can wax philosophical but knock back 
some beers with the boys. Those who can dissect postmodernism 
with the precision of James Lindsay, but know when social cam-

Re-founding America: Igniting 
the Flame of Virtue in a Godless 
Age

By Jano Tantongco
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ouflage may demand keeping your power 
level hidden.

When the people are in such a state as 
they are now, the last thing they will fol-
low are the paper gods of generations past. 
They will follow the tastemakers, the big 
mouths, the flashy ones, the absolute units. 
I understand that this can be construed as 
idolatry and heresy. That may be, but we 
need to get our hands dirty for the work of 
re-founding America.

To draw from Substack anon P.C.M. 
Christ:

“The Right’s former purpose of preser-
vation has been destroyed as the Left has 
now become institutional. Yes, we can re-
build. Yes, we must start again. But it must 
be proactive. It must be a renaissance of 
thought, rather than a return. It cannot be 
the rote learning and regurgitation of an-
cient wisdom and twentieth century polit-
ical theory. We no longer have the luxury 
of pointing toward history or even science 
to support our ideas. All of these, their rep-
utation and meaning, have been deformed, 
even in our own minds. Even the moral 
structures of old have become our prisons.”

We got a taste 
of this energy from 
Trump, of course. 
Next, from Andrew 
Tate, as nefarious as 
he might prove to be. 
We see it in Bronze 
Age Pervert. We even 
saw it in early Jordan 
Peterson, who has lost 
some steam since the 
beginning of his in-
tegration into institu-
tional conservatism. 
(For what it’s worth, 
he’s still likely a net 
positive).

If you could wet 
your finger and feel 
the cultural jetstream, 
it would reveal the 
gushing energy of iconoclasm. That leftism 
is now the institution, and its agents are so 
desperately trying to conserve their foot-
hold, should point out this next necessary 
evolution for the right. Rather than just by 
prose, the path forward may be better com-
municated via the visual aesthetic of the 
powerful sculptor Fen de Villiers, whose 
heroic, angular forms cut right through 
postmodern miasma. As he writes in his 
own words:

“The solution to all of this is to breed 

our own avant-garde and start creating 
truly spirited and vital expressions. This 
will act as an aesthetic blowtorch, burning 
through to fresh fertile ground. The fire is 
there; it just needs oxygen.”

And as powerful as figureheads can be, 

the real work of re-moralizing the West will 
happen horizontally, among peers, rather 
than from on high—at least at first. Find 
a guru (choose them wisely) and become 
a guru. Lead a band of brothers to glory, 
in both seemingly trivial and profound 
moments. This isn’t the wispy grassroots 
bottom-up attitude of the collectivist pro-
gressives. This is the primal building block. 
As writer Jack Donovan said in The Way 
of Men:

“Human societies start with the gang, 

and then grow into nations with sports and 
a climate of political, artistic, and ideologi-
cal competition. Eventually—as we see to-
day—average men end up with economic 
competition and a handful of masturbato-
ry outlets for their caged manhood. When 

a civilization fails, gangs of young men 
are there to scavenge its ruins, mark new 
perimeters, and restart the world.”

Above all, in your heart of hearts, 
keep yourself oriented to the ancient 
God—no one has to know.
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“The American public is not a 
graduate school lecture hall. It is not 
a symposium of critical thinkers. It is 
not even (at least not any longer) a 
religious blue-collar core of industrial 
workers supporting a vibrant manu-
facturing sector. It is so far flung from 
Adams’ “moral and religious” peo-
ple, it severely begs the question: if 
the people have changed, does it 
necessitate the change of the form 
of government?”
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America’s Trust Problem
By Frank Filocomo

It has been 23 years since Rob-
ert Putnam’s magnum opus, 
Bowling Alone, was pub-

lished and released to the masses. 
The iconic work, which eloquently 
details America’s decline in com-
munity and civic engagement, has, 
regretfully, been vindicated with the 
passing years. We are so unbeliev-
ably far removed from the Tocque-
villian America of the 19th and mid-
20th centuries. The idea of reviving 
a country even vaguely reminiscent 
of the one illustrated in Democracy 
In America is, at this point, unfath-
omable. 

Today, America is characterized 
by an unfettered libertarian ethos: 
“me, me, me” instead of “we, we, 
we.” The communitarian nature 
of the country with its “little pla-
toons” is lost. Alan Ehrenhalt has 
rightly attributed this civic decline 
to an increase in choice. Americans 
today are inundated with choices 
from what to watch on television 
and whether or not to attend Sunday 
mass to who they want to associate 
with and what they’d like to do with 
their leisure time. Ehrenhalt, in his 
book The Lost City, describes a time 
devoid of choice wherein you had to mingle with your neighbors 
and take part in your community. Failure to do so would make you 
an outcast—weird, even! 

Putnam, of course, places a lot of the blame on television. The 
T.V., he posits, has made us more likely to stay home and less 
likely to engage in in-person activities with friends and family. 
Moreover, Putnam has argued that the actual content of certain 
T.V. shows have made people (kids especially) more inclined to-
wards misanthropy and distrust of others.  

Trust, I would argue, is a central component here. If we do 
not trust one another, how on earth can we be expected to associ-
ate with one another? Social capital (a term popularized by James 
Colman and Robert Putnam but coined by L.J. Hanifan) is, without 
question, contingent on trust. Trust is the foundation; there is no 
Tocquevillian America without it. 

But today, we don’t trust each other; we sue each other. We 
don’t associate; we isolate. American communitarianism is no lon-
ger what it was. Francis Fukuyama in his book, Trust, articulates 
this better than anyone: 

“The decline of trust and sociability in the United States is 

[...] evident in any number of changes 
in American society: the rise of violent 
crime and civil litigation; the break-
down of family structure; the decline 
of a wide range of intermediate social 
structures like neighborhoods, church-
es, unions, clubs, and charities; and the 
general sense among Americans of a 
lack of shared values and community 
with those around them.”

Why exactly we’ve stopped trusting 
each other remains a mystery. The fact 
of the matter is that the social capital lit-
erature is long in description and short 
in prescription. 

What we do know, however, is that 
societies with trust deficits do not func-
tion well. Southern Italy is a case in 
point. In the 1950s, Edward Banfield 
coined the term “amoral familism” in 
reference to the Southern Italian ethos. 
This term aptly captures the underlying 
ideology of the average Calabrian or 
Sicilian citizen: trust no one outside of 
the immediate family. To the Southern 
Italian, everyone outside of the family 
is looking to take advantage or earn a 
cheap buck. Even the Catholic church, a 
place of worship, is looked at with leery 
eyes. 

Putnam, a few years before he pub-
lished Bowling Alone, wrote Making Democracy Work, wherein, 
thanks to years of rigorous empirical research conducted by his 
team, he concludes that Southern Italy is far worse off than North-
ern Italy because of this lack of trust and social connectedness. 
Amoral familism was (and still is) a recipe for disaster. 

This kind of deep seated distrust, in short, is unconducive to a 
healthy community life. When society drifts into a sort of Hobbes-
ian nightmare, characterized by a “war of all against all,” innova-
tion stagnates, political participation wanes, and social connected-
ness dies. 

Though it sounds cruel, America should see Southern Italy as 
a cautionary tale of the darkness that ascends from the corpse of 
trust. By the same token, we should look to our own history as a 
recipe for success. When the federal government is minimal and 
individuals, through voluntary organizations, fill the void of social 
connectedness, we re-create the Burkian platoons: churches, youth 
choirs, charity associations, etc. 

While it may not seem like much, engaging with your com-
munity, even in a small way, may be our best shot at restoring the 
Tocquevillian ideal. 

A sketch of Alexis de Tocqueville, unknown author - Beinecke Rare Book & 
Manuscript Library, Yale University.



www.americanpigeon.org | 14

A leak of high-authorization F-16 Fighting Falcon 
documents was posted to the War Thunder discus-
sion forum in mid-January, sparking questions about 

the security and reasoning behind some U.S. federal document 
restrictions.

War Thunder is an online multiplayer combat video game de-
veloped by Gaijin Entertainment. The game features air, ground, 
and sea vehicles from the interwar period up until the late 1970s. 
A recent content update to War Thunder added the American F-16 
Fighting Falcon and Soviet MiG-29 for players to battle with.

On January 15, 2023, user “spacenavy90” was discussing the 
new addition to the game when he made a note about the fighter 
jet’s radar system, claiming that the jet would equip experimental 
missiles and use special radar modes for enemy detection during 
testing. To back up this information, he cited four technical reports 
by U.S. government contractors. 

A day later, another user, called “MiG_23M,” asked space-
navy90 about the restriction status of the provided documents. 
Soon after, forum moderators and users learned that each docu-
ment was labeled X or E, which are the distribution codes for “Ex-
port Controlled” and “DoD [Department of Defense] Only.”

Within the next day, the documents were deleted and the War 
Thunder community manager contacted spacenavy90 to discuss 
proceedings from that point forward.

Gaijin Entertainment made a statement to PC Gamer, where 
it states, “...As far as we know, these documents are considered 
export restricted and are not meant to be shared or used by un-
authorized people. We always delete posts containing classified 
or restricted information from our forum as soon as possible. We 
forbid our users to share documents like this on our platforms. We 

remind our users again 
and again that it’s both 
illegal and pointless, so 
they should never do 
that. We never use doc-
uments like this in our 
work…The documents 
themselves were in fact 
posted via links to a 
third-party Discord serv-
er, so they were never 
actually uploaded to our 
own servers. In any case, 
we made sure that those 
links are not available to 
the visitors of our forum 
or our employees.”

While it’s an unex-
pected source for a leak 
incident, it might be sur-
prising to hear that this 
isn’t the first or even 
second time that the War 
Thunder forum’s users 
have leaked restricted 

military documentation. By some counts, it’s the fifth. Some of the 
highlights include:

• Classified images of Britain’s still-in-use main battle tank, 
the Challenger 2 in July of 2021.

• Classified statistics and details on the turret of the Leclerc 
Séries 2, France’s still-in-use main battle tank in October 
of 2021.

• Classified images and information pertaining to China’s 
newest 125mm APFSDS (Armor Piercing Fin Stabilized 
Discarding Sabot) rounds in June of 2022. These are the 
main tank-killing rounds of the People’s Liberation Army. 

All of the aforementioned leakers had their posted content de-
leted, but their accounts remained in good standing, except for the 
user who leaked information on the Chinese shell. His account was 
permanently deleted.

It may be instinctual to see these scandals and laugh, but they 
also beg two questions that are imperative to confront and resolve. 

First, the information revealed admittedly is likely no longer a 
threat to national security—the U.S. has long phased out the old 
models of F-16 that the testing documents were referring to, and 
the experiments in the mentioned projects are now a footnote in 
aviation history. Why was such information restricted, and what 
else is the U.S. government keeping from historians and modern 
researchers?

Second, assuming there was some obscure reason for the in-
formation to still be restricted, if gamers can easily find and leak 
restricted information, sometimes without being noticed for days, 
how can governments and companies like Lockheed Martin or 
Northrop Grumman claim to be able to keep real secrets on tech-
nological intricacies to keep citizens safe?

F-16 Fighter Jet Testing Information Leaked on Gaming Forum

By Aaron Rein

A blue camouflage F-16 Falcon taking off.
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The Illusion of Democracy: The 
Technocrats’ PSYOP

There is one 
illusion that 
blankets itself 

over our political system 
and it’s that of democ-
racy. We are not talking 
about pure democracy 
which technological in-
fluence would still pen-
etrate, or representative 
democracy which is clos-
er to our political system 
today, not merely for the 
fact that it is the system 
of America, but that even 
if it were pure the delega-
tion of power would still 
fall almost certainly to 
the unelected technocrats 
that dictate their will 
upon us, and those tech-
nocrats upon whom this 
essay is chiefly written. 

The illusion of de-
mocracy as “choice,” be 
it representative or pure, 
is that in either case tech-
nocrats ultimately determine what your 
choice will be. 

While the more intelligent one is, the 
less susceptible he will argue he is to petty 
“ephemeral experiences,” ask yourself how 
the world’s most intricate thinking people, 
the analytical philosophers, were duped 
nonetheless to advocate totalitarianism and 
defend it when it proved deadly. Perhaps 
reason has gone on holiday and never came 
back. 

As it turns out, whether one is Sundar 
Pichai or some philosophy professor, there 
is always the overlord, and the peasant 
to do his bidding: your 130 IQ has never 
stopped Stalin before, why would it now? 

So when we take the masses of Ameri-
cans and democratically-minded citizens of 
Western countries who may at least, with 
some luck, bottom out at 90 IQ, it is not 
difficult to imagine their vulnerability to 
external influence and even its advocacy. 
But what does this influence look like and 
what does it advocate? 

Technocrats 

Who are they? The right-wingers refer 
to them as the globalists who seek uni-
versalization of their consolidated power; 
hence, the ism in globalism. Technocracy is 
an easy concept to understand. It’s alleged-
ly the antithesis to democracy, pure or rep-
resentative, because the decision makers 
are not the citizens who are casting a vote 
to secure a majority, but experts with spe-
cialized knowledge in whatever they are in 
charge of deciding. 

Think Anthony Fauci. The NIH, NI-
AID, and CDC, are all influential govern-
mental agencies within the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health, composed of a vast sea 
of experts that choose whether or not you 
will wear a mask or become vaccinated 
tomorrow—and you will comply because 
the federal and state governments that del-
egate their power to these individuals defer 
to their expertise as beneficial to the public 
good; therefore, disobedience is seen as a 

threat to that public good and consequen-
tially, the public health. If one is a threat to 
public health, then congrats, he has become 
public enemy number one—Think Peter 
McCullough and Robert Malone.

This kind of delegation, or deference of 
power, is seen not only when it comes to 
health, but other social matters like, “What 
is a woman?” When the standard response 
to that question has become, “I don’t know 
I’m not a biologist,” one might as well re-
fuse to answer, “what is a cat?” because 
he is not a zoologist. On the other hand, 
left-wingers will often contradict their def-
erence to a body of experts with their defer-
ence to the individual as an expert. “What 
is a woman?” might also be answered with, 
“whatever one says it is” because apparent-
ly everyone is equally an expert on whatev-
er they want to be true; except, of course, 
where this line of logic is disadvantageous. 

The logic of democratizing expertise in 
the previous example is disadvantageous 
when for [X] moment it does not support 

By Jacob Yusufov

Andrew Valdivia/Unsplash
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the party line decided by the decision makers from up on high. 
Firstly, one really does not understand the way technocracy works 
when they believe that individuals like themselves determine what 
is and is not a woman. And yet those who are inclined to believe 
that also believe that there are social constructions designed by 
others up on high to subject those below them to their truth, so that 
this all becomes a game of who can achieve dominant discursive 
power without being too overtly ironic and hypocritical. 

Secondly, democratizing expertise is not the experts’ goal, but 
they can make 90 IQ masses think that it is. But before we get into 
that sheepskin, we must consider how such a technocracy influ-
ences its people. 

Propaganda is the chief means that any elected and unelected 
body of government disseminates to its people. If a technocracy is 
working within the parameters of a democracy, i.e., elected either 
purely or representatively—which in America’s case amounts to 
the same—then it can only pursue its chief interests when the peo-
ple believe it is theirs too. 

Propaganda is not merely the creation of content in the way 
Democrats or Republicans might edit a campaign video, or in the 
way Mexico might portray the streets of Philadelphia in its an-
ti-drug ads. Propaganda is the dissemination of any such content to 
one’s target audience—and there are many target audiences. 

Target audiences are developed and studied through a variety 
of parameters. Firstly, there are types of audiences based on de-
mographics of geographic areas, gender, age, ethnicity, socioeco-
nomic status, occupation, religion, and political affiliation (which 
in our case is the encompassing purpose of categorization, i.e., to 
create generalizations for political expediency). 

Secondly, technocrats measure effectiveness. That is to say 
they measure how well their target audience will accomplish the 
desired behavior. This must be done without coercion, otherwise 
the veil of democracy is snatched away from our eyes. One such 
way effectiveness is measured is by asking, “Can the number of 
times the behavior occurs be counted?” 

As it turns out, the answer is yes. A recent study from the Amer-
ican Institute for Behavioral Research and Technology found that 
of the 1.9 million “ephemeral experiences” that Google and other 
firms have been using to “shift opinions and voting preferences” 
ahead of the midterm elections, they were able to manipulate a 
50/50 split amongst undecided voters to a 90/10 split without hav-
ing users know they’ve been manipulated. 

This is hardly surprising given the tendency of social media 
companies to collect personal data from users. Aligned with this 
practice is the tendency to deliberate internal and external con-
ditions that might affect the target audience from performing the 
desired behavior, such as one’s beliefs, values and attitudes and the 
world’s situations placed upon us. 

How the technocrats perform this psychological operation is a 
further depth we can go over another time. 

Democracy in sheepskin 

When the technocrat achieves his desired behavior and the un-
witting American voter votes his way, what was really achieved? 
Well, it depends on what the vote is casted for. 

Oftentimes, votes are casted either for democracy or for fas-
cism, never is there an in-between because even an appeal to 
“common sense neutrality” is considered a form of complicity in a 
corrupt system on the precipice of collapse if either the democrat-

ists or the fascists obtain power. 
The technocrats are on the side of democracy, or so they say. 

They believe in free and fair elections, never minding the fact that 
they will manipulate and deceive to promote the “public good,” 
and never minding that the so-called “public servants,” who are 
also technocratic insofar as society defers to their expertise, seek 
to sanction those disobedient to public decrees through the en-
forcement of the state to promote, not only the “public good” but 
the reinforcement of good behavior. In other words, “doing the 
right thing” means consistent vaccination in the name of “Mr. Sci-
ence,” not the science. 

The dominant discursive formation for the technocrats is 
achieved when “democracy” becomes synonymous with its exis-
tence. This warrants the question about democracy’s viability as a 
political system. Does democracy ever incline itself toward any-
thing else but forms of authoritarianism?

In 1965, the Hart-Cellar Act was signed into law by Presi-
dent Lyndon Johnson, American Pigeon previously report-
ed. It effectively opened up immigration to South American 

countries, Eastern Europeans, and Asians. Prior to that time, immi-
gration was predominantly allowed from Northwestern Europe to 
preserve American homogeneity; but with the advent of the Civil 
Rights Movement, such policies were seen as racist.

We are two years into the Biden administration when data on 
immigration can be put into much needed context. The end of 2020 
saw an uptick in immigration incentivized by hope that the worst 
of COVID-19 will be put behind us and the southern border will 
once again be opened.

From 2021 to 2022, Customs and Border Protection (CBP) has 
encountered 4,113,630 migrants from countries like Mexico, El 
Salvador, Honduras, and Guatemala. Compared with the 458,088 
migrants encountered in 2020, this marks an 80 percent increase 
under the Biden administration, according to recent CBP data.

Title 42 is now making headlines as it remains the last defense 
for an overwhelmed border. Title 42 is a health policy, not an im-
migration policy, enforced by the Border Patrol that gives the gov-

Migrant Encounters Skyrockets 80 
percent under Biden Administration

By Jacob Yusufov

The Mexican-American border, with some construction still ongoing on the American side. 
(Greg Bulla/Unsplash)



ernment discretion to stop migrants from entering the country in 
an effort to keep diseases out. Under Trump, it was used indiscrim-
inately to block migrants seeking asylum, according to The New 
York Post.

President Biden kept the law in place but changed an important 
aspect. Rather than enforce the policy on all migrants entering the 
country, migrants could only be turned away if they have a crim-
inal record and are from a “non-asylum” country. But the law has 
become complicated to enforce as the Biden administration can 
make or change the list of who is welcome at its whim.

When thousands of Venezuelan immigrants were reported-
ly fleeing their country, President Biden added the country to its 
growing approval list, joining Colombia, Venezuela, Peru, Cuba 
and Nicaragua. In a show of stronger immigration law than the 

United States, Mexico is not under obligation to take in migrants, 
which reportedly further complicates Title 42.

The Department of Homeland Security states that with the pol-
icy’s end, there may be an additional 18,000 migrants crossing the 
southern border.

What has caused the influx?

On his way to the White House, President Biden encouraged 
immigrants to “surge to the border.” In the last two years, Trump’s 
“Remain in Mexico” policy was terminated, expulsions under Title 
42 drastically slowed, and the construction of the wall was halted.

Biden to Surrender U.S. 
Sovereignty Giving WHO 
Authority over Pandemic 
Policies

By Jacob Yusufov

One side effect of the move toward globalization has 
been the development of a network of judicial bodies 
with wide-ranging authority to alter domestic policy 

and domestic law,” writes Mary L. Volcansek and John F. Stack 
in Courts Crossing Borders: Blurring the Lines of Sovereignty. 
“What began as a mere side effect is now…a major force in shap-
ing legal practice in many regions of the world and in driving reso-
lution of human rights, economic, and even criminal issues.”

As a college student reading that book some years ago, I saw it 
as a warning that as globalization and transnationalism intertwined 
individuals and societies to the rules of intergovernmental and 
non-governmental organizations, like the World Economic Forum, 
then the greater their sovereignty at the peril of our own.

The fear of that reality has reawakened after news broke that 
the Biden administration is negotiating with the World Health Or-
ganization (WHO) to cede control of domestic health policy in the 
event of another pandemic. Domestic policy, in the United States 
and other signatory countries, would then be determined by the 
Geneva-based United Nations subsidiary.

Discussions between U.S. Health and Human Services (HHS) 
Secretary Xavier Becerra and WHO Director-General Tedros Ad-
hanom Ghebreyesus began in September 2022, announcing “the 
U.S.-WHO Strategic Dialogue,” according to The Epoch Times. 
In a joint statement, they say that the dialogue “provides a plat-
form to maximize the longstanding U.S. government-WHO part-
nership, and to protect and promote the health of all people around 
the globe, including the American people.”

Birthed from these talks was the “zero draft,” where an “Inter-
governmental Negotiating Body (INB)” was established to nego-
tiate a pandemic treaty, wherein the WHO will have the authority 
over nations’ vaccine mandates, lockdowns, treatments, and mak-
ing sure such policies are “equitable.”

Under “Article 4. Guiding principles and rights,” the draft 
states that members will have “the sovereign right to determine 
and manage their approach to public health…provided that activ-
ities within their jurisdiction or control do not cause damage to 
their peoples and other countries.”

A meeting to work out the final draft is scheduled for February 
27.

World Health Organization flag, February 2012. (United States Mission Geneva/Wikimedia 
Commons)
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AMERICAN PIGEON
Mission Statement

We decided to begin from the inspiration of voices that have been all too often misunderstood, mischaracterized, 
and left to silence by the herd of self-righteous and deafened court of public opinion.

At a time no more politically severed than now, accurate, probing discourse has been submerged, and often it 
seems consciously subverted, underneath hysterics. The persistent issues of our time demand more than unchecked 
political assassinations, but examinations into the positions we take, ideological prejudices we hold, and into the 
throes of objectivity accelerating to a halt. 

It is up to a socially deafened generation, suffering from its own willful blindness, to break the feedback loop of 
our self-tailored feeds we bury our heads into, believing we are saving the world, at the expense of humanity. 
Always at the expense of life. 

The unreality of the ‘safe space’ is that within it is contained the small self-pitiful hope 
that social insulation will perpetually protect the essence of who we are, “whomever that 
might eventually turn out to be.”  What was initially a physical space has evolved into a 
digital world, answering why with whatever pathology we might bring to life. 

Developed from the desire to tailor everything to our preconceptions, is the chaos we now 
see as Americans tear their identity apart, and lose deference, friendships and family. 

I observed that despite our studies of culture and societies, we never asked why they perished; or, if we did, in the 
answers motive took precedence over truth. As a result, by our lack of historical orientation and gratitude, we man-
ufacture the hatred brewed for our own civilization, allowing our students to actively aid her decadence.

Social conservatism derives from gratitude. When threatened with constant change, the fragile networks upon 
which social relations depend are upheld by a common moral and political criteria. That criteria can only remain 
free and valid when dissent is welcomed. 

In the era of 250 characters, and millions achieving their fix with a like, reblog, repost, and captioned rant, induced 
with self-prescribed dopamine and “feel-good” politics, it’s within the American interest to put their pride aside 
and contend with truth—and truth is not something that is conveniently agreeable.

But as our social and cultural institutions crumble, families and friends split, sports and corporations becoming 
political appendages, schools and universities harboring political motives, inflated with power politics, discursive 
formations, language alterations, hate-promoted ideologies, historical revisions, and much else, we threaten not 
to succumb to tyranny, not autocracy, not media and establishment puppetry, but because of these, civilizational 
decadence.

Over a century ago, pigeons were the unsung heroes of World War I, delivering messages to commanders on the 
battlefield. At the time, technology was inept and unmatched by these feathered soldiers who proved more reliable 
than telephone and telegraph.

Today is an age where our communication is restricted and increasingly censored along ideological lines in the 
Information War. We are all pigeons in some way, flying around eating and defecating, eliciting only casual disre-
gard. 

It’s our mission to swing on our carrier bag and helmet, fly above the noisy feedback loops to carry back down 
what is most important. 

Let the truth stand on its own, as everyone else attempts to write history. 

—Jacob Yusufov, Founder & Editor in Chief

“Nobody made a 
greater mistake than 
he who did nothing 
because he could 
only do a little.”

— Edmund Burke


