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Episode 1,986: Antifascism: The Course of a Crusade

Guest: Paul Gottfried

WOODS: Well, you keep producing things that I can ignore, so I have no choice but to keep having you on. This book, Antifascism (which I have just introduced to the folks here) is shorter than your one on Fascism. And it's a little different from what I was expecting because you actually do have some material here on people who were actually opposed to real fascism.

There is at least some treatment of that because I was assuming that the book would be about phony-baloney fascism that everybody says they are against these days, when not one of them even knows what fascism is. But there actually was fascism in the world and there were opponents of it on the left and the right.

So there's plenty of talk about here. Let's start off with George Orwell. You quote him talking about fascism, and noting that that's a term of abuse. And of course, we know that obviously he was no fascist sympathizer, far from it. But he said that the word had been turned into a generic form of abuse and, was it too much to ask to expect there to be a definition of the word?

So he was noting this problem a long time ago, but apparently there's a problem with giving it a precise definition. And the problem I think is that – I think the left by and large doesn't want to really have to define it because a good deal of what makes it what it is, I think they would have to have some sympathy with. So what do you make of that?

GOTTFRIED: Well, I mean first of all, to get back to Orwell, I think that's in the introductory chapter of my book. The reason I cite him is that he was not only not a fascist. He was a committed leftist who fought in the Spanish Civil War against fascism, or so he thought. And there were in fact, Italian fascists, and even the Nazi, Condor Legion that was sent to Spain to fight in the Civil War against the left.

And in 1943, he is complaining about the inflation of the term fascism that was then being used in the midst of World War Two which – let us remember, was supposed to be a struggle against fascism, right? – that the term had been denatured and was being applied to things that have nothing to do with fascism.

Well, I mean his complaint in 1943, it seems almost comical now because the word fascism is being applied to things that have absolutely nothing to do with historical fascism. And as I argue in my book, the word fascism is identified with Nazism despite the fact that generic fascism is different from Nazism. Then Nazism is further associated with Auschwitz and Hitler's final solution and so forth.

So, through a process of questionable associations, or a kind of reductio ad absurdum, anyone who is called a fascist becomes somehow implicated in the crimes of Adolf Hitler. Or if you hold views that the left doesn't like and they call you a fascist, it means you would have applauded the destruction of Jews and others in Auschwitz.

What I'm showing is you simply have a kind of verbal blackmail or intimidation and that the use of the word fascism is a kind of branding iron. I think in some ways, its much more basic to being called a racist. Because being a racist is almost, one may say, a subcategory of fascism by now.

WOODS: It's true. And it's been used to the point where they almost don't even use it anymore. Now it's “white supremacist” because “racist” has been overused. So now they have to say white supremacist.

But now, I guess what I want to clarify with you is that these days, people will point to some regime and say it's fascist. Or they'll say that fascism is spreading throughout the world. Do you think fascism is necessarily a time-bound ideology that existed, for example, in Italy in the 20s and beyond? And that it’s not possible to be replicated because it's an historical artifact?

Or is it that it's conceivable that fascism could exist today, it's just that it doesn't.

GOTTFRIED: Well, as a matter of fact, you've stated the argument of my book on fascism – which by the way, Stanley Payne, who's probably the greatest living authority on fascism, agreed with – that fascism is an historical artifact. I mean, it is conceivable that one can revive fascism. And there's some people who like fascism. There are also people who like the wealth caused in the Middle Ages or who like other ideas that we link to earlier periods in history.

But I think by now fascism has become almost a fossil. But as I said through a process of association, all fascism is linked to Nazism, all Nazism to the final solution, and when somebody calls you a fascist, what they're saying in effect is that you are somebody who would applaud Hitler's extermination of Jews or something like that.

As I also point out in the book, the attacks on fascism are pulled out from communist invective because communists were always accusing their enemies of fascism, although they had a much more specific meaning that we do now. I mean, fascists were the people who tried to preserve a capitalist order by using violence against the working class, right? Or those who defended those who are using violence against a working-class revolution.

So, in that long chapter on Marxists and classical liberals who opposed fascism, I made it very clear what antifascists on the Marxist left believed in the 1920s and 30s when they use the word fascist. It had absolutely nothing to do with the way the word is used right now.

WOODS: It looks like we've been dealing with this problem of the term just being used as a term of abuse for – not just for as long as Antifa in the US has been around – but for quite a long time. But yet, there was a fascism and there were people who were opposed to it. And I can understand why people on the left would be opposed to it and I can understand people on the right – I could understand religious people thinking that it's a kind of idolatry of the nation.

I could think of all kinds of critiques of fascism. So how do we go from specific critiques of a specific existing thing to – well, not today even, but even to the 40s and 50s or to the regime in Germany that thought that re-education of Germans was necessary. How does that happen?

GOTTFREID: Well, there are two things we have to keep in mind. First of all, World War Two was seen as a crusade for fascism. And it was one in which we became identified with the communists on the left. And for the left, one might say this was sort of a high moment in history in which the entire left stood mobilize against an evil called fascism.

Now, of course, the actual evil of fascism that Nazi Germany – but you know, the left were quite willing to describe all their enemies on the left and the right, rather, as being fascists. And Nazi Germany was really seen as a kind of – well, I'm trying to think of the term, whether it's some metonymy – there's some expression – or synecdoche. I think synecdoche is the term I would apply. It stood for this much larger enemy, which was the right. And all right by extension or association became fascist.

Then you have to remember that the communists for very long time, from the 1920s on were attacking fascists. So, to whatever extent communism becomes the model for the rest of the left, the war against fascism becomes integral, one might say, to the leftist mission. Everyone on the other side is fascist.

Another point that I make in my book is that the good guys have to have bad guys. The bad guys are the fascists. So there's a kind of friend-enemy relationship here. So the ultimate evil against which the left is always battling was something called fascism. And that is ultimately reducible to Nazis and the crimes of the Nazi regime.

WOODS: Well, why don't we do what I think is obligatory in an episode like this and have you explain, very much in brief, how you would describe the historical phenomenon of fascism – what its features were.

GOTTFRIED: Okay, I think there is an historical phenomenon of fascism, which I discuss in detail in my book on fascism, which is Fascism: the Career of a Concept, and I think it reaches its high point in the interwar period. The model for it is actually Mussolini's fascist regime in Italy, which is the only example of a successful fascism which has taken power, right?

And it has many imitators all over Europe. And there was even a famous conference in the mid-1930s in Montreux (which is in French Switzerland) in which all these fascists come together – or wannabe fascists – from Ireland, there were even Zionist fascists, black fascists – but fascism is the paradigm of revolutionary nationalism that all these people accept.

The Nazis are parasitic on this, because if you look at Nazism, it blends certain features of Latin fascism, which is best illustrated by the successful Italian model. It blends those elements with Stalinism. There's a lot of Stalinism in Nazism. As Hannah Arendt was among the first to point out, the use of concentration camps, terror, all these things were previewed by Lenin and Stalin in Russia and the Nazis, who were basically copycats, take this over.

So I argue in my book that Nazism represents a very extreme nihilistic imitation of Italian fascism that is heavily mixed with Soviet elements. But there's no question that real fascism, quintessential fascism, reaches its high point in the interwar period when it is seen as a rival to Marxism and when it is popular on both the right and the left.

Many leftists in the United States, like New dealers like Rexford Tugwell, were great admirers of Italian fascism – and FDR was for a while. So, you know, fascism to me is very much connected with the interwar period. It comes out of the mobilization of the first world war. The fascists see the need for radical change in society and they pick a kind of integral nationalist model to follow.

After the second world war, there are some imitations of fascism. They don't do very well. The place, by the way, in which fascism does seem to have a temporary revival is Italy. Remember you have the [speaking Italian], which is a kind of revived Italian fascism. Then you have neo-fascism in Italy which bears less and less resemblance to Mussolini's fascism.

But by then one might say it's a rare item. Most people do not want to associated with fascism which carries certain sorts of Nazi implications for them, but fascism is definitely linked to the interwar period. As I said, I think it becomes more and more of an historical artifact after the second world war.

WOODS: All right, let me fast forward to the present day and think about the – it's not really a movement, let's say – but the reactionary thinkers that we might identify on the political right. And some of them would say – and actually not just them, a lot of people would say that the neoconservative idea that America is just an idea – there's no people associated with it, it's just a series of ideas, so anybody from anywhere could come and instantly become an American.

They would reject that and they would say there has to be some blood aspect to it. They would say it cannot simply be ideas. It can't be that thin. So there has to be a real nation, and then they would say things like: it is up to the state to help provide for the welfare of the people and the family in that state, and that would mean to support things like paid family leave for mothers of children and things like that.

And so you put this together and the result is not a libertarian view. It's not a traditional conservative view. It's not a left liberal view. It's something else and I wonder if that could be – and I'm not even saying this in a pejorative way. I'm saying in a purely descriptive way. Why would that not be fascism?

GOTTFRIED: Well, because it is leftist authoritarianism. Fascists would never deny that there is a physical historical nation, which they are defending. I mean, that's their point of departure. For the neoconservatives, there are some kind of universal ideals which...

WOODS: No, I understand that. I'm saying that the reactionaries today – not only would they say that the neocons are full of it, but they would openly say there has to be a racialist aspect to what it means to be American. And then they would say that we don't believe in a laissez-faire society where good Americans and good American families can be exploited by big concentrations of power. We want the state to do X, Y, and Z to promote certain values. It's wimpy to just be liberal.

I mean, that was exactly the fascist critique of liberalism – totally wimpy and aimless and it couldn't give you a vibrant society. So in other words, when people today advocate these things, why is it wrong to call them fascists?

GOTTFRIED: Well, I think you're right. I think there are elements of what people might call the radical right, which favor a politics based on blood and soil and so forth. I think they'd have a very hard time in the United States implementing this program.

WOODS: Yes, right. No question about it.

GOTTFRIED: I mean, there very definitely is, at least, a selective appeal to thinkers who were popular among the – I mean, someone like Julius Evola who never found a fascist movement he could support because they were never fascist enough.

But you know Evola is popular. People quote the subject of one of my biographical works, Carl Schmitt. So there are authoritarian right-wing thinkers of the interwar period who are now back in vogue among, one might say, the sort of identitarian right in the United States, but obviously the identitarian right is going absolutely nowhere. They picked the wrong country. And, as I say, this is a hodgepodge of peoples.

And by the way, Mussolini was not really a racialist, so they have another problem. He does become a racialist in the late 1930s, largely imitating the German example. Before that. he was quite happy to have Jews in the Fascist Grand Council and as members of the party and so forth.

Even when he attacked Ethiopia, he did not use racial arguments. He said he was bringing progress and the advantages of Western Civilization to the backward Ethiopians. So there wasn't that strong a racial aspect, certainly not in Latin fascism. But I think you do find this in elements of the American radical right, combined (and I think you're correct here) with a very elaborate program of social outreach and something that looks like Joe Biden or his handlers might have thought this up as social programs for the American people.

WOODS: I've talked a bit about Antifa on the show. That's an unbelievable phenomenon to me. And then to see that maybe close to a quarter of Americans would openly say they support it. I mean, okay, I'll give the benefit of the doubt to 10% of them – that they don't know what they're saying and they don't understand what this group is up to.

But let's leave that aside for the time being and talk about Europe for a minute. Because just the other day, Scott Horton was debating Bill Kristol and he was talking about the role of the United States in spreading freedom around the world. And he says: Now, of course, there's been some backsliding. and he cited (I don't remember every example) but he cited at least Hungary as an example of backsliding against democracy, even though we're talking about democratically elected people. 

So the course they have their own weird secret, teaching definition of what democracy means, but how do you respond to this: Nationalism is sweeping Europe and so this means fascism is coming back. That's what we read in the newspaper all the time.

GOTTFRIED: There's no evidence that fascism is coming back. What happens is that countries that do not carry out our LGBT agenda or have the nerve to say, like Viktor Orban, that Hungary is a Christian country are identified with fascism because they are not 1000% politically correct.

And the American concept of freedom, now unfortunately, means taking over all world politics. This has become integral to our world mission, but I don't even know how I would describe this as American nationalism. What it is is the attempt to spread an infection, a moral social infection, all over the world – particularly with this administration that teaches Woke Critical Race Theory to our military – which is not even our military anymore. It's the left's military.

So, I don't see this as evidence – I'm sure there are groups that contain people – political groups in Europe that may contain people with fascist sentiments, though I haven't come across this. I'm always told that the Alternative fur Deutschland in Germany is fascist. It really looks like the Christian democrats before Merkel took over. 

The slide to the left has been so dramatic – the slide to the woke, multicultural left in Europe has been so dramatic that people who are now being condemned as being on the far right or neo-fascist, were simply centrist Christian democrats or something like that up to about 20 years ago.

So I really see no evidence of fascism sweeping across Europe.

WOODS: Now, let's see... In your chapter 7 – so I'm on page 124, you talk about the antifascist regime, talking about how it evolved and what distinguishes it from other forms of government. So to identify the antifascist state, to identify certain regimes as being defined by antifascism – first of all, is that unique to you? And secondly, what features does this antifascist state have?

GOTTFRIED: Yes, I think it's unique to me. What I'm saying is that fascism is sort of a counter-model that – I was thinking of the German word [speaking German]. It sort of the opposite model of what you want to be. So, fascists assume that we all have fixed identities – well defined identities. So then the antifascists do exactly the opposite, and then all identities are fluid. You can change them. Men can become women, then they can become men again.

By the way, at least some of this idea is taken from the final chapter of Ernst Nolte's book on fascism. I don't remember the English – in German it's [speaking German], A Fascism in it's Time. And the last chapter is called The Escape From Transcendence and Nolte is saying that the fascists escape transcendence, which is changing ourselves – radically altering our being in the name of a higher ideal. They want to sort of go back to what's natural.

Well, the antifascists have their own view of transcendence. It is letting us become what we truly are at any time. And sometimes we know we do what we call "changiness". So the notion of an eternal or a perpetually fluid identity, I think is built into antifascism. Of course, this becomes totalitarian because then what you must do is to abolish fixed identity, right? Except for minorities that are seen as oppressed by white Christian society.

And the government of course, is exactly the opposite in the sense that you do not really have a leader of the antifascist state. What you have is a deep state with permanent bureaucratic control. You don't even know who's in charge because it's a vast bureaucracy that controls your life in the name of equality and overcoming historical injustice.

WOODS: Yeah, and I think your term – calling it the antifascist state – is as good a term as any to describe the ideological character of it, the bizarre Kafkaesque nature of the commands that are handed down.

GOTTFRIED: Yeah, you don't know where they're coming from.

WOODS: Yeah, you don't, and one day to the next – maybe there might still be remnants of the old order in the courts somewhere. Maybe there's some higher court where there'll be some crusty old judge who might reverse this crazy thing that's being demanded of you, but he might not.

And so we have to just sit – and especially during this Covid thing. It's like every morning I have to check the news. Can I still fly on a plane? I mean, it's been quite an ordeal. But meanwhile, what do you make of the difference between the US regime's response to, let's say, right-wing ideology and right-wing "hate groups" on the one hand and actually violent, property-destroying rioters that are just going on and on and on day after day? And we get sympathetic portrayals and we get told that these protests are mostly peaceful.

The thing is that the Antifa people doing those things, these are not the sorts who if they got in power, they would favor the current editorial board of the New York Times. They'd be the first to go. So, I don't know where this is coming from. As I said, I think Antifa is radical enough that they're not really looking for a newspaper that's going to endorse Joe Biden. And yet that newspaper either looks the other way or treats them sympathetically. What's going on here?

GOTTFRIED: Yeah, I think there is an alliance of groups that hate white Christian male civilization. They hate the West in particular. But it's sort of an alliance of convenience because the elements that make up this alliance are united by nothing other than hate and the desire for power. There is no positive ideology of any kind here.

That's why in the first chapter of my book. I have an extended comparison between Black Lives Matter and Antifa on the one side, and the Nazi Brown Shirts on the other. They behave very much the same way. Now, I'm not saying that the Black Lives Matter and Antifa are Nazis. What I'm saying is they behave the same way. Not only do they engage in violence, destroying people's lives and property, but they have an enormous support system.

The Nazis enjoyed a quarter to a third of the German population, or the voting population, behind them at their height. I would think the left in the United States, this crazy left has even more. I mean, I know members my own family who think they're great and that they're fighting against racism and homophobia and all kinds of other bad things.

The communists, I argue, never had support like that. I mean, they were subversive and they got in high places in government during the second world war, but they did not have the mass base of support that these crazies have right now. But as I said, it's sort of a heterogeneous alliance. And you sort of wonder when it's going to come apart.

I mean, aside from hating white, Christian males, what do Black Lives Matter and LGBT have in common? I can't figure it out. Or, Muslim fundamentalists and feminists are in the same alliance right now. I would think it would be a very precarious alliance, although it is holding together. Unfortunately, it may hold together long enough to destroy our civilization.

But what makes these people different from the Nazis, is they’re more lunatic. There's something more lunatic – there's nothing positive that I can see and they're just utterly destructive. Even if you look at the government, the Biden government, all they're doing is destroying as far as I can see. Well, they’re Marxists. No, they're not Marxists. I mean, Marxists have a goofy, but in some ways, a rational plan for reorganizing society. The result may be mass poverty and unpleasant political conditions, but there's a plan in place.

These people have no plan except to destroy, pull down things, burn down buildings and so forth. And then shut up their opposition and put them in prison. So I think we're dealing with something that is so lunatic in the end that I don't know how the elements of this alliance will hold together.

WOODS: The commonality (one of them) that I see between, let's say, National Socialism (Fascism) and these Antifa folks is the idea that: We're not debating this with you. This is not a matter of rational debate. Because I could imagine a Nazi saying that this is stupid decadent liberalism – that you've got your point of view and I've got my point of view. What I have is a fist and I have power and I want to seize the reins of power and I'm going to impose that power on you. I'm not sitting around in a debating society and that is exactly how these people feel.

GOTTFRIED: Yeah, they're both post-liberal phenomena. And in my book After Liberalism, I discuss the liberal era (and both of us are sympathetic to it) but it's come to an end. And it began to come to an end a long time ago. And you're right. I mean, the Nazis and our left believe in force. They're going to smash in your head if you disagree with them. That's the way they debate with you.

WOODS: I think I may have reviewed that book years ago. I think I can actually trace out critical periods of my life by matching them up with reviews of Paul Gottfried books that I've written at that time. That was the “After Liberalism” period of my life.

Okay, we hear this all the time. If we're on social media, we hear crazy stories about, just insanity everywhere. You don't even know where to begin. I have a friend. I better not say the title, but boy, did he have a great title for a magazine he was going to start about 20 years ago, where he would just cover all the lunatic stuff going on in the world. And now, you know, you would need an almanac, you can't possibly to do it in a magazine.

I guess the average person – I mean now we've just heard that the FBI is going to be sicced on people who are unhappy about Critical Race Theory being taught in the school. Everything is completely upside down and I think people increasingly understand this – at least sensible people do, but they feel completely rudderless. They feel without leadership. They feel despised by everybody and everything. They're scattered and disorganized and they don't know what they can do.

And to be perfectly honest with you, I don't know what they can do other than to say: Every single area of your life where you can withdraw from this, withdraw from it. Now you could fight it. That is to say you could spend your life devoted to fighting the crazy people on the school board or this or that crazy person. And some people, their temperament is suited to that. But other people's temperaments are not suited to that and they're more suited to just withdrawing.

So if it's a matter of school, try and figure out a way to make homeschooling work. If that's the only solution you can see, try to figure out – even if you've never considered it up to now, how to secede in that way. It seems to me, we don't have the numbers to overcome all the Biden people. We do, I think, have the numbers to overcome Antifa, but we don't fight the way they do. So it's an asymmetric kind of battlefield and I'm not sure it's one that suited to us.

I don't particularly relish fighting crazy people. I would rather just ignore them. Let them do their crazy thing and do the best I can to carve out a decent life for myself. Now, is that to defeatist or do you have other ideas?

GOTTFRIED: Yeah, the only thing we can hope for – unless we can organize some kind of counter movement that uses all the same means that they do to take power – is hope they fall apart and I think they will, but just when it will happen and whether there will be anything left that is recognizably Western or part of our civilization when – because I think they are extremely destructive. I think they as destructive as the Nazis.

And the other thing that I've noticed that does concern me profoundly is that speaking to leftists, their perception of reality is absolutely grotesque. One person who was an attorney, well positioned socially, was explaining that last summer neo-Nazis tried to burn down Portland and they were shooting blacks and Jews. Now, I saw these pictures. Nothing like this was happening. But you know, these people would go to their death saying this.

So there are people who believe things every bit as crazy – maybe worse than things the Nazis tried to inculcate in the German population.

WOODS: I think the Nazis were looking at reality and interpreting it through an extremely warped lens. I think these people, there isn't a lens, there's a brick wall. We're living in completely different realities from these people. As you say, they're describing something that simply did not occur. 

But what I also thought was interesting about Antifa violence or Black Lives Matter violence is: On the one hand they would say. Oh, violence is justified against injustices. But then, at the same time they would say: Oh, this violence is being perpetrated by some right-wing provocateurs.

But if it's justifiable, why do you have to dismiss it as right-wing provocateurs? So on some level, they get that they're not supposed to be defending this. But since there's no rationality underlying it, on the one hand, they say, oh, it's right wing provocateurs, and on the other hand, they say the violence is justified.

And these things are existing in the same brain of the same person at the same time. I mean, the communists weren't like this either. I mean, the communists would look at the same phenomenon – they would look at the Berlin wall, and they would have a different interpretation of it from what you would have. Whereas the Antifa, folks, it's like they would be telling you: There's no wall. So what do I do here?

GOTTFRIED: Yeah, the thing which requires your attention is the way the present left, the multicultural, woke, lunatic left, whatever you wanted to describe it as, understands the past. If you read Mark Bray or Timothy Stanley or some of these other wild men – or wild beings, we always have to make these gender distinctions – they praise Fidel Castro. They praise Stalin. They praise other communists. But then they tell you that anyone who does not believe in gay rights should be shot or something.

Well, the communists were homophobes. They were sexists, homophobes. They killed homosexuals. And yet, for some reason, this is okay – or this doesn't matter because they were perceived as being part of the same leftist crusade, even though their views were obviously very, very different.

So I find it interesting, how this present lunatic cultural left, expressive left, call it what you want, sees itself as part of a larger left, most of which has nothing to do with what they're doing right now. The communist left would be horrified by what these people are doing yet they insist they're simply an extension of the left that fought fascism in the 1930s.

WOODS: Well, the book is Antifascism: the Course of a Crusade written by our guest, Paul Godfrey. I'm going to link to it at tomwoods.com/1986. As I mentioned at the beginning, he's also the editor of Chronicles Magazine, and as I probably forgot to mention, that is the magazine where I wrote the first article I ever wrote in my life, back in 1994.

So let's take a minute. I know there are old-fashioned people in this audience – I know there are – who like to hold physical books in their hands and read them and who even, believe it or not, would like to hold a physical magazine in their hands And you know, it's one thing to read articles online and I write – well, I have an electronic newsletter – I'm not against that.

But I still there's something about holding a physical magazine and flipping through it – it's great. And Chronicles Magazine, if you're going to subscribe to one magazine, I would say it should be Chronicles. And you won't agree with everybody in there, but you will never feel like it was a waste of your time. You will always feel like it made you think.

What are you up to? What's Chronicles up to these days? What are you guys talking about?

GOTTFRIED: Well, the October issue deals with the election – the presidential election in 2020. And although we provide evidence that there were massive irregularities, we still leave it as an open question of whether there was enough cheating on the Democratic side to have given the election to somebody who actually lost in terms of the number of legitimate votes cast.

The September issue deals with the anniversary of 9/11. And we're going to have an issue – our November issue is going to be a potpourri of whatever is in our files. We have lots of interesting articles, provocative articles, left in our files, which we'll be using in November, plus a long article by me on: Why is Sam Francis coming under attack again? And there's also a piece by my good friend Tom Piatak dealing with the same problem.

By the way, I think it's very interesting as well as depressing, that the conservative establishment wastes its time attacking Sam Francis at a point in our history when the FBI is going after people who criticize Critical Race Theory. Why would you even waste your time castigating Sam Francis for having pointed to racial disparities 25 or 30 years ago – to me, this really shows how worthless the conservative establishment is as a bulwark against the left.

WOODS: Yeah from prison, they'll be writing articles about how bad people to their right are, and they'll get one and a half times as much gruel in prison as a result of continuing to be lap dogs. But honestly – first of all, I didn't know they were going after Sam Francis again. It's just unbelievable. Like you have to look around for people to criticize these days – like you have to dig up somebody who died all these years ago and who wrote so long ago, as if there's nothing going on right in front of your eyes that you could have something to say about.

GOTTFRIED: Yeah, I point out in my editorial note that they'd really have a field day – these people attacking Sam Francis – if they go back and look at National Review in the 1950s, 60s, even in the 1970s, when people wrote against the Voting Rights Act and various aspects of the Civil Rights Movement. I'm surprised these conservative gatekeepers haven't discovered these interesting sources of information which they could use to attack their predecessors in the conservative movement.

But to me, it's a mystery. I mean, other than the fact these people want to ingratiate themselves.

WOODS: And the thing is, that I used to think you can try to ingratiate yourself, but it won't work. But it does work for a handful of them. I mean, it works for Bill Kristol. It works for David Brooks, for a handful of them – because they do want to give the appearance that they're – that look, we have David Brooks here. So what are you complaining about? We have David Brooks and we have Bill Kristol and they will give you the conservative point of view.

So for a handful of them, it can work, but in general – and even for them, someday you could imagine even them being purged, but for the average person, all it does is increase their contempt for you, and it would increase your own self-loathing. So why do it? Just have some dignity.

GOTTFRIED: Yeah, David French, who is a particularly progressive conservative, has been defending Critical Race Theory on moral grounds – that it's good for us to see how evil the white race has been in the past and so forth. I noticed conservatives do not lose their standing as conservatives by saying such things. You know, it's only if you veer too far to the right, that you you get kicked out of the club.

WOODS: Yeah. How about that?

GOTTFRIED: By the way, we have an issue in December on when the movie industry was still conservative – going back to the 1950s and 1960s and looking at some of the movies that were produced then and contrasting them to the cinematic monstrosities that we're being exposed to right now.

WOODS: All right. So, interesting material. Chroniclesmagazine.org is the website. I'll also link to that at tomwoods.com/1986. Well, Paul, best of luck with the book again, and of course, I'll also link to the book Antifascism: the Course of a Crusade also on that show notes page.

Well, thanks Paul, and I don't know, I guess when your next book comes out six weeks from now, we'll get you back on.

GOTTFRIED: [laughing] Thank you. I'll send you a copy.
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