The Budget Debate, Revealed? Not Yet.
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One of the better sketches of at what's at stake in the budge¢ delnes frorifthe New York
Times'Richard W. Stevensomho suggests that it's opening the philosophical aritigablchasm
between two camps. Well, sort-of.

On one side are conservatives such as Arthur Brooks of tlegidan Enterprise Institute - who would
stay "on the path envisioned by the founders" toward a liepuith limited government. Its safety
net, as Rep. Paul Ryan's budget proposal puts it, ‘Ginewker become a hammock, lulling able-
bodied citizens into lives of complacency and dependency,"@al S@curity, Medicare, and
Medicaid supposedly do.

On the other side, President Obama told us last week thail Security, Medicare and Medicaid are
indispensable to a republican ethos of "rugged individualisksa healthy skepticism of too much
government."

Both sides claim to reach for the same goal, in other wontldybantithetical means. But neither side
is telling the truth about the liberal capitalist economysdfibg stage for this great debate.

The American Enterprise Institute, the Heritage Foundatiori,itieety Fund, the Manhattan Institute,
the Cato Institute, and all the prim little centers they'neliiig on American campuses won't tell you
that capitalism is no longer John Locke's or even Andrewdgais capitalism. It is a casino-finance,
corporate-welfare, consumer-marketing juggernaut - dare | eateijime? - that is draining every
wellspring of republican virtue into the habits of a corposiate.

Nor will they tell you that this regime relies for and watt own wholly the big-government whose
rules, regulations, and subsidies already abet the regimelessrdrive to become something few of
the founders and no honorable conservative today would defend

Conservatives aren't blind to the consequent, accelerating degnaafati@ American public into a
Roman mob, with gladiators and other phony escapes, faisdgldtion, and the rest. They've simply
decided to blame it all on "the Sixties" and on liberals.

They think that only the right people can rule and that tpeiface can be goaded into falling into
those leaders arms. They just haven't noticed that the arnfikfdileyto ultimately are non-

American global capitalist arms, not those of the Koch brath&nancier-cum-grand strategist Roger
Hertog.

And the John Roberts Court, especially "Antonin the Inndcgedlia, who would borrow nothing
from foreign jurisprudence, haven't noticed that in ruliliigs Citizens United, which privileges
"speech” over human speakers, they're entrusting our destioyporations as foreign as the East
India Company.

Obama and most of the liberal institutes and their apolagisitee orchestra of high-minded liberal
opinion are no more candid about what's going on. You ltavesrd them say that as capitalism has
metastasized in the ways I've just mentioned, the big govetrihagis so necessary to ameliorate its
worst effects is the very same government has enables thosddmasl lefcause it's really the bought-
and-paid-for servant of the forces of casino finance, corporafare/ehnd consumer marketing.



Obama'’s Democrats are the ameliorators and rationalizers, but tn@ytrore telling the whole truth
than are the would-be 18th-century gentlemen who have undertalegWashington Monthlgditor
Paul Glastris has calleéd creepingoup d'etdt to rule us in a world that has passed them by.

The Times' Stevenson, who is ultimately part of the proplenites that the liberals are on the
defensive because recent stimulus packages didn't prompt a rett@atsryigorous enough to
vindicate their Keynesian premises about government's stirejlagidistributionist role. He doesn't
mention that bigger stimuli might have vindicated Keynesignraents, because the very prospect of
them was off the table, owing to the great but unmentionaliftars power from nations like the
American republic to multi-national corporations that are ansueetatmo polity or moral code, here
or abroad.

How do the 18th-century gentlemen at American Enterprise,ageriand the rest feel about that?
They won't tell us. How does Obama feel about it? He walhlig, either.

Who'll put it back in the debate? Only individualistsordre rugged enough not just to defy the
consensus in increasingly bizarre and brutal ways or toedize as Malcolm Gladwell, David
Brooks, Adam Gopnik, and other chasm-dancerddbto find new ways to challenge Neither
conservatives nor liberals as we know them now are doing it fethey aren't being candid about
how the corporatist capitalist ground they're standing orfb@as shifting under them.



