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November 22, 1994

David Frum

Toronto, Ontario

Dear Mr. Frum:


I enjoyed hearing your talk at the New York Discussion Group luncheon last week.  Speaking with you reminded me to send you the following letter which I began drafting last July but never finished.  But before I get to that, some observations about the luncheon.  


On the question of immigration, which is a major concern of mine, my impression of you has been softened somewhat from hearing you speak in person.  I get the sense that you are not so much politically correct on immigration (which was my impression from your writings) as that you haven't really thought about it very much, and that you have merely relied on the received liberal and libertarian view that immigration and the resulting changes in America's racial and cultural character are a topic that decent people should just never talk about, period. 


May I point out that there is a fatal flaw in that position:  If it's ok for the government and the elites to launch an immigration policy that is changing America's entire identity, why is not ok for the people whose country is being thus changed to voice their own opinions about the matter?  If it's perfectly morally ok to support a policy that is turning America into a non-white, non-Western country (which is what immigration is doing), why is it morally illegitimate to express disagreement with that policy?  That is what political correctness means‑-that there is only one side to an issue and no other will be allowed to be heard.  If you feel the restrictionist position is wrong, that's fine; but you're going to have to refute that position on the merits, not just try to silence it by calling it "demagoguery," as you have repeatedly done.  On this point, please read the Introduction, "Breaking the Silence," on pages 5-9 of my enclosed booklet, The Path to National Suicide:  An Essay on Immigration and Multiculturalism, and my article "Foreclosing the debate on curbing immigration" from The Miami Herald which examines the charge of demagoguery.  


What follows is the text of my unfinished letter to you of last July.  I apologize in advance for any excessive harshness.  








(drafted July 20, 1994)

Dear Mr. Frum:


Having read your recent articles, I am in strong sympathy with your thesis that conservatives have lost the central meaning of modern conservatism and need to return to it.  There is also truth in your insight that big government is itself a cause of much of the moral and cultural disarray in the country, and that for conservatives just to fight the "culture wars" without also seeking to reduce big government is an escape from reality.  


However, I am troubled by your tendency to denounce any serious concern with ethnocultural or national issues as either a distraction from the "real" issues or as demagoguery (which is a harsher way of saying the same thing).  This problem goes back to your attack on Patrick Buchanan in the July 1991 American Spectator.  In order to place your current writing in context, I must first talk about that article.


First of all let me say that in criticizing what I see as your intemperateness, I don't wish to white-wash Buchanan's.  He has often made sloppy, impulsive, wrong-headed statements that he deserves to be criticized for.  But you went way beyond such justified criticism, and engaged in what I can only describe as an intellectually dishonest attack.  For example, you quoted Nicholas Lemann quoting John Erlichman quoting President Nixon characterizing Buchanan's "extreme view:  segregation forever."  This paraphrase is several steps too far removed from the original to know that Buchanan actually said or believed it, yet you adduced it as proof of Buchanan's extremism. 


As your next piece of evidence, you mentioned Buchanan's distaste for the absolute conformity of opinion that is now demanded concerning the Martin Luther King holiday.  Oh, horrors.  Anyone who opposes the current egalitarian tyranny‑-as symbolized by the notion that everyone must bow at the King shrine or be destroyed‑-must simply be beyond the pale.  We must have nothing to do with such a person‑-in fact, he deserves to be destroyed.  In saying this, you are not being dishonest but rather are showing yourself to be a kneejerk liberal on racial matters.  Furthermore, is it not just a tad contradictory for a man who says he's against statism to denounce Buchanan for opposing the statist egalitarian extravaganza that the King holiday has become?  


However, when you engaged in the following argument, I feel you passed from liberal piety to outright character assassination:  

"Now, the preservation of the existing ethnocultural character of the United States is not in itself an illegitimate goal.  Shorn of Buchanan's more unhygienic rhetoric, and with the emphasis on culture rather than ethnicity, it's a goal that many conservatives share.  If anything, a concern that the ethnocultural character of the United State is being changed in unwholesome ways is the quality that distinguishes the conservatism of Commentary and the Public Interest from the more economically minded conservatism that pervades the Washington think tanks.  But there does come a point‑-it's not always precisely indicated, but most of us know where it is‑-where ethnocultural conservatism shades into Kook-land."

The above paragraph is extraordinarily devious.  First you claim to believe that preserving America's ethnocultural character is a legitimate issue (something which would obviously require, among other things, a total reversal of existing immigration laws).  But then you offer Commentary and the Public Interest as exemplars of this "respectable" position.  Well, I don't know what you're talking about.  The neocons have been adamantly unserious about addressing immigration or anything else having to do with the ethnocultural composition of this country.  It thus turns out that what you really mean by "ethnocultural character" is more like "family values" or "moral values," not America's ethnocultural character (which by definition includes questions of demographic and racial composition).  And it is this "family values" argument that you actually regard as respectable.  Meanwhile, anyone who goes beyond that respectable topic and addresses the actual question of America's ethnocultural character is, according to you, a resident of Kook-land.  Thus you call Buchanan a kook on immigration, without giving any definition of kook or supplying any examples of Buchanan's "kookery" on this particular issue.  Apparently, it is the mere fact that Buchanan has talked in direct, uneuphemistic terms about the effect of Third-World immigration on American culture and about the desirability of preserving America's ethnocultural character that makes him a kook.  


In other words, you start by pretending that there is both a "respectable" and an "unrespectable" approach to ethnocultural issues, and that you, as a reasonable, civilized man, want to draw a line between them.  But then it turns out that you think that any serious approach to ethnocultural issues is "unrespectable," that any discussion of the link between immigration and the Third-Worlding of America is, ipso facto, "unreasonable" and should not be allowed.  

* * * 


Well, that's all I wrote, and since I don't have time to finish the letter (in which I intended to discuss your more recent articles, which I find very thought-provoking), I'm sending it to you as is.  My main concern here, as I pointed out at the luncheon, is that since your attack on Buchanan in 1991 you have persisted in labeling people who have a position you don't like as "demagogues."  


However, on personal acquaintance you strike me as a fair-minded person, and I hope that if you continue to write about these subjects you will first give the matter of America's national character and the current threats to it more careful consideration.  The enclosed materials might be a good starting point.  I'm not asking that you agree with me completely on the issue, but I do hope you will at least recognize that it is a serious issue, and not one to be dismissed or demonized, or run away from in terror.








Sincerely yours,








Lawrence Auster

P.S.
There's one more point I'd like to make that is personal rather than substantive.  The kind of political correctness I've described which tries to silence debate on important issues is, of course, wrong when anyone does it, but I find it particularly offensive when the person practicing the political correctness is not even a citizen of this country.  Don't mistake me here.  You, as a Canadian who has studied and lived and worked in the United States, have a perfect right to express your views on American public issues.  But you as a Canadian don't have the right to tell Americans what issues they may and may not talk about, especially issues of vital national interest.  The fact that you have felt a perfect freedom to do so, and that no one has criticized you for it, is only proof of the same spiritual vacuum in this country that has allowed multiculturalism to flourish.  In other words, the same loss of national identity that has led America to allow illegal aliens and Muslim terrorists and other unassimilable Third-Worlders into this country, has also led America to allow people who are not even citizens of this country to come here and attack Americans for discussing issues such as immigration that pertain to America's very destiny and survival as a country.  

To bring the point home, imagine how you would feel if an American journalist came to Canada and attacked Canadians as "demagogues" if they criticized bilingualism.  
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